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triving together for the faith of the goſpel; and in nothing terrified 
by your adverſaries, which is to them an evident token of perdition. 
but to you of ſalvation, and that of God, Phil. i, 27, 28. 


Quid tam temerarium, tamqz indignum ſapientis gravitate 
atq, conſlantia, quam aut falſum ſentire, aut quod non ſatis 
 explorare perceptum ſu O cognitum, ſine ulla dubitatione defendere ? 
velut in hac queſiione plerique—— Cic. de nat. deor. lib i, 
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PREFACE 
T being agreed amongſt proteſtants, that 

the ſcriptures are a compleat rule of 
faith, and that every man has a right to 
| judge for himſelf in religious matters, 

ne may juſtly wonder that any of that denomi- 
ation ſhould ſo far contraditt their profeſſions 
Las to make their conſequences and deduttions ne- 
ceſſary articles of faith for others, and, not con- 
Tent with ſcriptural confeſſions, ſhould proceed 
even to anathematize and hereticate all that 
cannot ſee with their eyes, or pronounce their 
Shiboleth. But how ſurpriſing ſoever this 
KondutF appears, it is notorious that many who 
are proud of being called by that name, can 
Hardly be prevailed on to In wledge thoſe as 
chriſtian brethren, who are ſo unhappy as not 

o poſſeſs ſuch a degree of penetration as. them: 
elves, and have not the art of fetching things 
ſout of the bible which they cannot find in it. 

3 But that this way of treating others is alto. 

gether unjuſtifiable, will appear very evidently, 

F we conſider, that if one man has a right to 
| "MN determine 
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 tradittion, which is abſurd and impoſſible. 


_ 


2 Ws F 3 
We 


determine what another muſt neceſſarily believe , 
zu order to Satvation, then every man muſt 
have equally the ſame right; but if every man 
has ſuch a right, then all men are obliged at 
the ſame time to aſſent to both parts of a con- 


T ſhall therefore at preſent take it for grant- 
ed, that every man has a right to judge of” the 
meaning of ſtripture for himſelf, and to draw 
ſuch conſequences as to him ſhall appear evi- | 
deut; but then this very right ſuppoſes that he || 
is not to obtrude his opinions on others, becauſe: 
that is to deny that he himſelf has any ſuch! 
right, by denying the univerſality of it, on 
which alone his own is founded. But ſuppoſing 
this were not the caſe, yet then, ] ſay, no man 
:s obliged to aſſent to , eee drawn by 
others, unleſs he ſees that they are true con ſe- 
quences ; becauſe that is to require him to ac- , 
Enawleage that to be true, of the truth of which, 
he has no manner of aſſurance, ſince all men are 
fallible. If indeed he himſelf 1 that h 
they are true, he is certainly obliged to aſſent. 
ro them; but then this obligation doth not ariſe} /, 
from any authority that another has to command g 
his aſſent, but from the intrinſick evidence of (: 
the things themſetves which forces it, by 


Wherever therefore there is an obligation 10 


_ aſſent, that obligation is always ſuppoſed to be, 


founded on, and proportioned to the objective a 
light in which the propoſition appears to they. 


mind of” the perſon obliged : From whence it, 


unavoidably follows, that no man is obliged toi 
believes 
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Welieve any propoſition as a guſt conſequence 
ji om ſcripture, unleſs he can diſtern its con- 
Sreftion with, and relation to, thoſe ſcriptures 
om whence it is pretended to be drawn. For 
ſtho the conſequence ſhould be a true conſequence, 
Het till he himſelf is convinc'd that it is ſo, he 
Us by no means obliged to believe it; becauſe 
be ſall ſuch obligation being founded on evidence, 
Iwwhere there is no ſuch evidence there can be no 
3 /ach obligation. It will be to no purpoſe to ob. 
be ject the authority of truth againſt what is here 
uſe advanced; for tho truth is of ſuch a ſacred 
nature that it ought not to be reſiſted, yet it can 
in never be proved that all men are obliged to ſec 
it, unleſs it can be alſo proved that the capaci- 
ties, circumſtances, and opportunities of all 
men are equal but as I am very ſure that can 
er never be done, I think I may fairly conclude, 
that if there be but a willing mind, 4 & iro 
and merciful God will accept it according to 
what a man hath, and not according to what 
Jhe hath not. OT 
But notwithſtanding all that has been faid on 
£ fe this head by many learned men, ſuch as the lord 
$-4:/hop of Sarum, Mr. Chillingworth, and others, 
A; (whoſe names will be always dear to the lovers 
7 Chriſtian Religion and Engliſh Liberty, and 
= 1who/e Yorks will live as long as there are any 
0 be remains of either) there are ſtill ſome people 
1who have ſo great an opinion of their own prin- 
ciples, and are ſo infallibly fure that their con- 
Icluſions from ſcripture are true, that they ve- 
hementiy inſiſt upon the neceſſity of believing 
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them, and proceed even to exact the hard tribute 


of an implicit faith from the: greateſt part o 


mankind, on no leſs penalty than that of being 
delivered over to Satan but let ſuch men pro- 


feſs as much zeal as they pleaſe for the honour” 
'of the blelſed Jeſus, it is plain that all authority 


that pretends to a dominion over conſcieuce is ö 
tyrannical and antichriſtian, an infringement 
on his royal prerogative, and, in ſome fort, 16. 


Hbollion againſt him. 


Tic with ſuch folks as theſe, and ſuch only, g 
chat T have to do in the following ſheets ; who. 
tho in words they ſeem to diſelaim all pretences 
70 infallibility, yet by their attions plainly 

enough ſhew that the thing it ſelf is too ſweet + 


2 751 to be parted with, while they take 


upon hem to lord it over God's heritage, and 
affix the ſanctions of eternal life and death t. 
matters of doubtful diſputation : Lie Balaam 
curſing thoſe whom God has not curſed. And 
farely, when we are profeſſedly taught from! 
the pulpit, that one ſide or Yother muſt bi 
damned; and that if the preacher”s expoſition i. 
not true, the bible 1s a downri ght cheat, and 
the bleſſed Jeſus an impoſtor; it is high tim. 


for every man, who has any zeal for the hot 


pour of bis dear Redeemer, to declare again, 
fach ſpiritual ufurpers, who vu, bring him 
again under a yoke, which neither he nor his 
fathers were able to bear. I call them ufaurpers. 
and it is plain that they are ſo; for while the) 
thus madly Bake the truth of chriſtianity on tht 
wmerringneſs of their Judgments, and * 
4 
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all mankind to ſacrifice their reaſon to the idols 
2 «which they have ſet up, tho they may be indeed 
very active in pulling down the pope's author i- 
ry, it looks as if they were intending to build 


their own on the ruins of it, I do not ſay theſe 
things with a deſign to blacken particular per- 


2 /ons, but from a diſintereſted regard to truth, 
aud an unaſected concern for the honour of our 
Lord Jeſus, whoſe ſceptre is, as it were, vio- 
7 lently vreſted out of his hands, by men who 


are ſo unhappily miſtaken, as to think even in 
the very att of rebellion that they are doing 


3 him honour, and advancing his glory. | 


T doubt not but the gentlemen I am more im- 


{> mediately concern d with will deny this charge, 
* ſauce they freely and frequently declare againſt 


every thing of this nature ; but tho the innocen- 
cy of their intention may very much alleviate 
their crime, yet all men ought to be as jealous 
of this their conduct, and zealous againſt it. 
as if they were deſigning their ſlavery. But, I 
know not how it comes about, notwithſtandin 

the charms of liberty, and tho the tyes and obli- 
gations of duty plead ſirongly with every man 
to be rationally ſatisfied in his own mind of the 


| truth of what he profeſſes, the generality, we 


WM | ſee, chuſe rather to bury their talents in the 


earth, than, by an honeſt improvement of their 
lord's money, to acquire the character of good 
and faithful ſervants !-—— But let men beware 


{ how they allow themſelves in ſuch a conduct: 


for to take up a religion on truſt, to make igno- 
rance the mother of their devotion, and venture 
b all 


- 
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all their hopes of heaven on the merits of an 
implicit faith, can be no part of that reaſonable . 
ſervice, which alone is acceptable in the ſight 
of God our Saviour. "PEER ES 
But in order to do our ſebves juſtice, and 
ſhew that our adverſaries are really guilty off 
invading the throne of Chriſt, it will be pro- 
per to enquire, 1ſt. What the doctrine ts 
which they make thus neceſſary ? and, 2dly. * 
How far they themſelves believe it tobe ſo? © 
1. Let us enquire what the doftrine is. Now | 
ſince it is pretended that this dotirine is a | 
fundamental article of the chriſtian faith, the 
moſt likely place to find it, one would think, © 
Should be in the chriſtian inſtitutes : accordingly 
our adverſaries inſiſt on it, that it is there; 
but, if it be, ſurely it is very eaſy for them to 
Point out the paſſage or paſſages where it is; 
and this would at once ſilence all gainſayers, © 
and leave them for ever without excuſe. But 
fo far are they from doing this, that they al- 
B ways expreſs their creeds.in forms meerly hu | 
E | man, and when we expect plain ſeripture, 
4 give us their comments inſtead of it. Now tho 
. this alone is a pretty good proof, that the do- 
 Errime is not ſo clearly revealed as they pretend, 

| and that the bible is not fo eaſily preſt into their 
| fervice as they would perſuade us, there is no | 
F harm in this fort of confeſſions that I know of; 
l | for every man has certainly a right to ſpeak | 
5 his ſenſe of ſcripture, in ſuch words as be 

thinks moſt proper to convey his Ideas. Bu. 
when men ſhall joſtle out ſtripture, to make | 
| 70 
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room for their ſenſe of it, and ſubſtitute their 
oem word in the place of God's, it is plain that 
they think the ſcriptures an mſufficient rule, 
and that they have a more ſure word of prophe- 
cy within them, and ſo are above it. 
that this ts the caſe is evident; for it is not 
enough to content theſe 
2 have the liberty of drawing their own confeſ= 
ons as they pleaſe, unleſs we will humour 
them ſo far as to let them draw ours too. Ac- 
4 cording 
3 with [criptural forms of confeſſion, as not be · 
ing a ſufficient guard againſt hereſy ; and many 
* of them are for refuſing communion with thoſe 
that will not be more particular. But, ſurely, 
2 zf theſe men believed either the compleatneſs 
2 of the rule, or that their doctrine is clearly re- 
. 2 vealed in it, they would not act in this man- 
3 zer ; for no arguments can juſtify ſo unreaſon- 
able a conduct, unleſs it were poſſible for 4 
man to believe the bible, and yet not be @ 
2 chriſtian. 


And 


gentlemen, that they 


' we find that they are always angry 


Since therefore this is ſo plain an imtima- 


tion, that they themſelves are, at leaſt, very 
2 ſuſpicious, that their doftrine is not clearly 
7 taught in the ſacred writings ; let us ſee whe- 
ther we can get any better light from thoſe 
authors who have undertaken the defence 
F it. | 


And bege, tho they generally agree as to the 


| founds, by which they expreſs this doctrine, yet 
* when they come to explain the terms (and ſurely 
they need explication) there is always ſuch 


an 
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an unaccountable confuſion of tongues amongſt | 
them, as renders it abſolutely impoſſible to know © 
what the doctrine is. It would ſwell this pre- 
face too much to quote the many paſſages which | 
might be produced in proof of what ig here aſs |} 
ſerted; and therefore I ſhall content my ſelf © 
with guſt mentioning ſome of the known phraſes ? 
by which they expreſs themſelves as to the 
Point in debate. Accordingly we find one ſet 
of them calling the three perſons, modes, po- 
tures, properties, relations, powers, and the 
like; and aſſerting that to mean any thing more 
by this term is not conſiſtent with the unity of 
God; thereby deſtroying the per ſonalities of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, and N 4 
Trinity of names only. In oppoſition to theſe 
we have another ſort, who earneſily contend, 
that the three are really diftinff perſons, con- 
| ſerouſneſſes, agents, minds, natures, eſſences, 
&c. and that to underſtand the dotTrine others 
wiſe is contrary to the analogy of faith, and 
the economy of redemption, which makes a real 
Trinity neceſſary. Now what ſhall a plain un- 
learned man do in the midſt of this uncertain» 
ty Hou ſhall he reconcile their different ex- 
phications ? how form his judgment, or fix his 
alſent ? Both parties are very poſitiue indeed 
that ſomething is neceſſary to be believed, but 
what ? that is the queſtion. One ſide tells him 
with great confidence, that their expoſition is 
catholicł, and that the dotfrine which they teach 


zs the very faith once deliver d to the ſaints, 
and ever ſince receiv'd in the chriſtian church ; 
and 


We 
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aud to prove that it is ſo, they very gravely ap- 
¶ zeal to the fathers, who, as they pretend, al- 


„ | ways underſtood it in their ſenſe. The other 

ide, equally poſitive, and every whit as infal- 
5 z ble, ſay all the ſame things, and with as great 
if 2 gravity call upon the ſame fathers to vouch for 
4 hem, and prove their orthodoxy. In ſhort, 


the ſe gentlemen are ſo very different in opinion 
From one another as to this article, that I know 
; nothing they agree in, but the neceſſity of be- 
hieving it. Which leads me to enquire, 
C3 2dly. How far they themſelves make it ne- 
4 * cefſary ? And here J obſerve, that tho they 
© ftifly inſiſt on the neceſſity of the doctrine, yet 
an aſſent to the meer ſounds is all that the 
7 male neceſſary. This remark perhaps may be 
' 2? thought by ſome raſh and ill grounded: but I 


"*" 2 believe every body will be forced to allow the 
5 truth of it, if they will only pleaſe to conſider, 


65 that tho they all explain themſelves ſo very 
"4 | differently on this head, the generality agree t0 


* 7 acknowledge each other as chriſtian brethren. 
. Now the direct conſequence of this conduct is, 
= | either that contradittions may be true, or the 
575 * neceſſity of the dofirine receded from, or elſe 


u that this obſervation is juſt. Neither f the 
„ Tuo firſt can be the caſe, aud therefore the laſt 
3 muſt. But ſince I am upon this matter, I ſhall 
tale the liberty to add, as a farther confir ma- 

tion of it, what I once heard from a man who 

3 valued himſelf” as a 5 champion in this 
hi cauſe, and who inſiſted as much on the neceſſity 


F the doftrine as any body. It being objefled 
1 a | 70 
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to him, that a great many people on his ſide the 3 


quo ſlion had ſaid that the Son is the Father, 


&c he replied to this effect; Provided they 
do but believe that the Son is God, and the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt God, and yet that there is but one God, 


it is no matter whether they have more explicit | 


zdeas. 


And now upon laying together what has been 
ſaid concerning the doctriue it ſelf and the ne- 
celſity of it, I appeal to every man, whether or 
u they are not guilty of the charge exhibited a- 
gainſt them iu the foregoing part of this preface; 
for, if the requiring an aſſent to their opimons | 
and conſequences. on pain of hell-fire ; if the 
dammuing melt for want of ideas, be not an inua- 
ſion of the throje of Chriſt, I believe it will be 
bard to ſay what is ; and we may even at once | 
avſobve his holineſs, for I don't ſee how it ts poſe © 
ble for him to go further. And ſo ] leave our 
adverſaries to get off as they can, and to viudi- 
cate themſetues from the imputation of folly, in 
ai ſcovering [6 much Seal for they know not what, | 
and decrying the uſe of reaſon (as it is notorious * 
they do) in an article which" they can never 


prove without it. 


But before I conclude; I can't forbear obſer- | 
ving that the writers who have undertaken the 
defence of the dotirine in debate, generally be- 
gin at the wrong-end, For, whereas they know 
very well that ſome of their adverſaries doubt, 
at leaſt, if not deny the*poſſibility of it as they 
ſtate it; mflead of endeavouring to prove that 
l 1s true, they ſhould firſt ſhew that it is 
2/jivle + for while there is any doubt of that 


kind, 
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Lind, there can be no room for proofs of the 
ſyther. Thais is a matter ſo very obvious, that 


Dr. Waterland himſelf, if I miſtake not, (for 


have not the book by me) in the con:tluſion of 


j his ſecond defence, propoſes to begin with this 
ueſtion, as the moſt likely way to bring the 


ontroverſy to a ſpeedy iſſue. Ana, indeed, as 


Ihe main pinch of the queſtion between us and 
Rour immediate adverſaries lies here, I heartily 
Fw) they would proceed in this method, which 
3 would ſave a great deal of trouble on both ſides, 
and go a great way toward giving us ſatiſ* 


action. For till they can ſhew, that underived 


ſelf. exiſtent nature is communicated and derived, 
rehich the writer of the letters again and again 
aAſſerted in a late conference; it will be to no 
Pur poſè to quote ſcripture in proof of it, if that 
could be done, becauſe de can have uo greater evi. 
I dence of the truth of thoſe ſcriptures, than we 
3 have that ſuch propoſitions are contradittions. 


This ſlate of the matter is very well expoſed 


e the late learned, ingenious, and pious Mr. 
How, (as the great Doctor South has done his 
notion of diſtinet ora. « But how to un. 
3< derſtand theſe [the Athanaſian differences of 
unbegotten aud begotten] ig the difficulty ; 
i. e. how the ſame numerical nature is both 
begotten and not begotten; nor will I deter- 
„ mmne it let them do it that can better.“ 


* But if any would ſet themſelves to 


con ſider on this matter, I would have them 
fate the difficulty they are to conſider eu- 
3 << zirely, and as it is truly in it ſelf, that they 
I*© may not be ſhort in their reckoning. And to 
=: a 2 £ 60 that 
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that purpoſe to bethink themſebves what is # 
« the proper character (as Athanaſius, and 
*« before him Juſtin Martyr phraſe 17 or 
modus of the Son, (for znſtance) that "tis to # 
be begotten. This methinks ſhould bear very 
« hard upon the mere modaliſts, who hereupon e 
« muſi ſay that to be begotten zs the only thing 
% begotten ; and 0 conſe uently, that to be 
** begotten, zs the thing . ig peculiarly ſaid 

« tobe incarnate, and * ſuſfered, &c. For 
* they muſt aſſizn that which diſtingusſbes the #* 
„ Son rom the Father, otherwiſe they will ; 
* make the Father to be begotten, which is 
% ſomewhat more. than to be patripaſſans, or to g 
« make him to have ſuffered. | 2 
« But it muſt be alſo upon the matter, even 
the ſame difficulty, to ſay, the ſame nume- 
rical nature, with the modus, ig begotten; 
for then the ſame numerical nature miſt be 
* b9th unbegotten, and begotten, which 16 
« very hard: And if they reply, yes, but under 
0 a diſtinct modus, e; but what is that diſ- 
tinct modus? Aud whey. they find it is but $0 
to be begotten, hey muſt be 5 — abaſhed, # 
% As 022 of leſs deep thought than they would # 
„thin. Thus far Ar. How. Here then 
T fix, ſince it is aſſerted by our opponents that 
the ſome numerical nature, efſence or being, is 
both derived and underived, begotten and un- 
begotten ; communicated aud not communicated :\ 
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t them bring their whole ſtrength hither, and 
+ ove if they can that this hypotheſis is poſſible; 
2-1 1 promiſe them I will immediately give up 
he cauſe, without putting them to the trouble 
& proving that it is true which even then I 
Fe/ieve would be very difficult for them to do. 
] For if this is not an abſurdity of the firſt 
Fragnitude, 1 will be bold to ſay that nothing in 
he world is 0. {5k 
1 ſhall conclude this preface with a brief 
wccount of the followang ſheets and the occaſion 
F them; which was this : | 

* Something more than five years ago, the 
gentleman to whom theſe papers are to be 
ent, was fo kind as to expreſs a great deal of 
Forcern and pity for a certain perſon on the 
eccount of his apprehended heterodoxy. The poor 
, Woneſt man (for honeſt he was always accounted 
y every body that knew him) returned him 
hans for his good wiſhes ; and, with a trul 


ger! hriſtian ſpirit, told him he ſhould gladly ſub- 
dif.. it to better iuſtruction, and return to the 
but Commonly received doctriue, provided he could 


an ſcter the objectious, and free it from the 
mbara ſement that to him ſeemd to clog it. 
his very reaſonable demand was immediately 
agreed to; and. in conſequence of that agreement, 
he queries defended in the following ſheets 
Fwere /00n after offer'd to the gentleman's con- 


ed: Veration : who upon receiving them, promiſed 


3 j hey ſhould be replied to in a little time. B at 
— F&#twithſtanding he had given the queriſt reaſon 
f. H. TY expect a ſpeedy anſwer, the buſineſs was 


4 
* 
let | 
FS 
DT 
2 


delay d 
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delay d for near two years, when the poor man 
(who had done ſo often before) taking the liberty 
to remind him of bis promiſe, had a little note 
fent him, containing only an offer from that 
perſon to give a particular anſiver to his queries, 
provided he would make a full confeſſion of his 
faith. This was look'd upon as an odd ſort of 
propoſal, becauſe the gueſtion was not about his 
faith, but theirs ; and it could not be imagined 
that he who made this demand was ignorant of 
the other's principles, ſince he had taken upon him 
to condemn them. However, ſeeing it was in ſiſt- 
ed on, he did ſomething of this nature in a letter 
which he himſelf diffated to his fon, of which I 
can ſay nothing, having never ſeen it. After 
this had been aane ſome time, he began once more 
to expect the promiſed anſwer : for he had no 
reaſon to doubt that gentleman was in ear- 
neſt when he expreſſed ſo much pity and con- 
cern for him. But, behold, after having waited 
almoſt two years longer, he was taken ill of 
a lingering diſtempen; and. finding it was 
likely to end iu his death, he thought proper, 
once more, to remind the gentleman of his pro- 
miſe, ideſiring to get the utmoſt ſatisfattion that 
he could before he left the. world. But tho 
there was time enough to have done it, his ſich- 
neſs continuing for three or. four months, I 
know not how, the anſwer (tho finiſh'd it ſeems 
at that time) was not ſent till he had been dead 
a pretty while, when at came directed to one 


of the queriſt's friends as he had deſired. 
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Soon after this perſon had received the letter 
and anſwer, he brought them to me : But with- 
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out any expectation on his part, I believe (for 


The PREFACE. xv 


1 am ſure there was then no ſuch deſign on mine) 


b ſhould reply to them. I took the letters, 


and iu a little time began to read them, and make 


ö f | ſome remarks on em as I went along, purely for 
= my own ſatisfattion. I had gone but a little 


way before I ſhewed what I had done to two 
or three friends, (one of which was the per ſon 


| pitch d on by us, and expected by our opponents 
Vor the anſwerer) who all deſired that I would 


undertake the reply, it being much 3 
they ſaid, to keep the matter amongſt Laymen, 
as the diſpute had been occafioned by the chal- 
lenge of a Layman, than to call in the help of 
the Clergy. On this conſideration I ſet about 
it; and ſome time after was prevailed on to 
print it, to flop the triumphs of ſome people, 
who for ſeveral years paſt had occaſionally dared 
as to the preſs. And, becauſe I would not do 
any thing that is unfair, care was taken to ac- 
guaint our adverſarys that ] had reſobued to do 
ſo, defiring them either to print their letters, 
or to let me print them ; both which they re- 
fuſed : [6 that if this be a fault, it lies at their 
door. This is a fair account of every thing 
material, as far as it has come to my knowledge. 
As to the following letters I do not pretend 
that there is much new in them, it being almoſt 
zmpoſſible to find out many freſh arguments on 
fo beaten a ſubjeff : But if any of the old ones 
are brought down more to the level of my Lay- 
brethren; 
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brethren; and if what is here ſaid may be àa mean 4 
of exciting them to exert their liberty, and i 
think for themſelves, it is all that I aim at. 
Theſe papers, perhaps, give the reader a more 
general view of this controverſy, than is uſually 
to be met with in books of this bulk. But 
whether the arguments are concluſive, or our 
adverſaries letters (which I aſſure the reader 
I have every where, to the beſt of my knowledge, Þ 
fully and fairly quoted) are ſufficiently an- 
ſwered, having appealed to the world, I leave * 
others to judge. I 
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Concerning certain QUERIES, rela- 


ting to the Doctrine of the Trinity. 
s I profeſs my ſelf a ſincere en- 


gquirer after truth, and am always 
ready to receive it wherever I find 
it, I cannot but be well pleaſed that 
Fou have, at laſt, prevailed on a friend to 
- = anſwer Bendal's Queries. It is indeed a thou- 

fand pities it was not done ſooner ; for, who 
knows but, under God, it might have been a 
means of converting him from the error of 

his ways, and faving a ſoul from death? 

A thing which, to 6 ſure, one of your cha- 
\ 7 7-table temper muſt have mightily rejoiced 
in. But unhappy for him, who has thus miſs d 
a mean of conviction ; and for you, who 
may have hereby loſt your part of the glory 
of making a conyert ; a friend of yours had 
the anſwer, and could not then attend to a 
matter of ſo ſmall importance as the ſalvation 
of a ſoul! I cannot tell — you may _ 
| o 


be puzzled to reconcile it with your charita- 


1 


of this procedure, but I dare ſay, you will 


ble pity ; which your friend takes care to puc 
us in mind of two or three times in his 
letter. 

But it ſeems, your friend doth not like 
this method of querying, becauſe ©* the moſt 
«« perplexing quirks of the Arians are pro- 
«« posd in this way.” I am ſorry the Arians 
ſhould diſpleaſe him ; but it is no new thin 
for a man to diſlike an objection that pinches 
him, or to be angry with an argument, when 
he cannot anſwer it. He adds, that queries 


are moſt apt to deceive and impoſe upon 


« the unſtable, and ſuch as are ſeduc'd from 
«« the faith by their reſpect to men:“ and 
yet the anſwerer propoſes abundance of them, 


as likely to produce ſuch an effect as any I 


ever law ; and your friend fays, the anſwer 
is pertinent. By which it appears, that he 
likes this method well enough when ir ſerves 
his purpoſe, and adyances his cauſe. But be- 
cauſe your friend cenſures this way ſo much, 
and objects ſeveral things againſt ir, I ſhall 
conſider his objections diſtinctly, and then 
thew, That it is the beſt method a man can 


take in ſuch a caſe as the queriſt's. His firſt 
objection is, 7 2 | 


Objef?. IJ. That few, even of thoſe who 
have time and opportunity to read and 
weigh things, can ever have ſuch an in- 
** ſight into a controverſy, eſpecially one ſo 
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(35) 
*« ſublime and myſterious, as to make any 
XZ <« tolerable anſwer to many things, that may 
A be plauſibly propoſed on either ſide. | 
4 To this objection I anſwer, firſt, That I 
don't believe it is true in the preſent caſe ; 
becauſe I cannot but think, that every man 
who has time and opportunity, ſuppoſing 
his capacity to be no ways extraordinary, 
may by application and diligence acquire ſuch 
an inſight into any principle his eternal ſtate 
is concern'd in, as to be able to render a rea- 
ſon of the hope that is in him; to make ſome 
tolerable anſwer to an inconcluſive argu- 
ment, how plauſibly ſoever propos d. I am 
the more confident in this, becauſe I know 
many perſons, on both fides of the queſtion, 
who are living proofs of it: and if your 
friend does not find many fuch among his 
acquaintance, (which is his reflection, not 
mine) I am apt to think it rather owing to 
their negligence, and lazineſs, than to any 
natural incapacity, or extraordinary difficul- 
ty in the things themſelves. My reaſon for 
this opinion is, That it does not ſeem agree- 
able to our ideas of God, to think that he 
ſhould make the ſalvation of his creatures de- 
pend upon the belief of things ſo abſtruſe and 
difficult as the objection ſuppoſes; and which, 
after all a man's enquiries, and the beſt uſe 
of his talents and opportunities, he may be 
ſo utterly ignorant of, as not to be able fa. 
much as ?o/erably to defend. 


B 2 | But, 


1 
But, ſecondly, I add, That this objection 
ſeems to favour the cauſe of implicit faith. 
Vour friend will, it may be, ſtart at this 
charge; bur yet I fancy he will not be able 


to diſproye it. For if we compare what hge 
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has drop'd in ſeveral parts of his letter, con- 


cerning the importance of the doctrine in de- 


*bate, and the neceſſity of a right faith in 


theſe matters, with what he ſays in the ob. 
jeQion, I think it appears pretty plain. For 
from theſe premiſes it unavoidably follows, 
that a man may be oblig d to believe ſome * 
doctrines without ſufficient reaſon ; becauſe, ? 
till a man can anſwer ſuch objections as lie 
againſt a doQtrine, he can never have ſuffici- 
ent reaſon to believe it: when yet, your 
friend ſays, That there are ſome doctrines 
abſolutely neceſſary to be. believed, againſt | 
which fuch objeftions may be made, as feu, 
even of thoſe who have time and oppor tur- 
wity for ſuch ſiudies, will ever be able to au- 


ſewer. 


The ſecond objection is, Becauſe re. 
1 yealed truths depend entirely upon the teſ- 
*« timony of the revealer; and, as far as 
they depend upon teſtimony, have no evi- | 
« dence, no proof, but our only rule; nor 
can we carry our knowledge any further ia 


«« theſe things, than the revelation it ſelf. 


I readily allow that this propoſition is true; 3 


but then I obſerve it is nothing at all to the 
purpoſe. For why may not a man be at li- 
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berty to object againſt a doctrine which he 


cannot ſee reaſon to believe, without pretend- 
ing to be wiſe aboye what is written ? For 


the queſtion is nor, If the bible ſays fo, whe- 
ther it be true ? but whether the bible doth 


really fay ſo, or no? Were the Ar:ans con- 
vinced that the bible teacheth any ſuch thing 


as you contend for, they would very readily 


believe it upon the mere authority of the re- 
vealer ; well knowing that whatever God ſays 
is true. They agree with this gentleman, 
that whenever a thing is revealed, the incon- 
ceivableneſs of the manner of its exiſtence, is 
no good argument againſt the reality of it: 
bur then, as they porn that your doc- 
trine cannot be prov'd but by the forc'd in- 


terpretations, and unnatural deductions of 


fallible men, they think they ought in 
reaſon to make ſome little difference between 


their word and God's. The truth is, this 


objection ſeems deſign d to inſinuate, that we 
allow that your doctrine is reveal d, and yet 
reject it becauſe we cannot conceive how it 
can be; which (to borrow your friend's 
phraſe) is falſe, and wickedly imputed to us, 
as he knows. in his own conſcience. 3 


The third objection which your friend 
makes to this method, is, ** Becanſe he 


thinks the writer or inditer of the Que- 


++ ries hath never been at ſo much pains to in- 
«* ſtruct his diſciples in the proofs brought to 
*+ ſupport your faith, Sc. as to inſtruct them 
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(67) 
ian ſeveral objections againſt that which you 
believe Which, he goes on, is not fair 
INT: | 

It is pretty plain who your friend means 
by the inditer of the Queries; the word = 
ciples determines it ſo that one can hardly 
miſtake it. Well, but this inditer, it ſeems, 
is a {ad unfair man. And pray why ſo ? why 
forſooth, becauſe when he is conſciintioully 
diſputing againſt what he believes to be an er- 
ror, he doth not think himſelf always oblig'd 
to recount every ſophiſtical quibble, and lame 
argument which is commonly made uſe of to 
defend it. But to anſwer this objection more 
directly: L aſſure your friend, (let who will 
be the writer or inditer) that the gentleman 
He flings at, is another ſort of perſon ; and 
what is here ſuggeſted concerning his unfair 
dealing, is moſt untrue. This I ſpeak the more 
boldly, becauſe I know his conſtant practice 
has been to diſcourage eyery thing of that 
kind: and it is a maxim with him, that truth 
needs no ſuch artifices to recommend it.— 
Nay, more, I have heard him offer many bet- 
ter arguments, even in proof of your princi- 
ples, than any either in this letter or the an- 


{wer. To which give me leaye to add, that if 


trial were to be made, it would be found up- 
on compariſon, that his diſciples underſtand 


the orthodox principles better than many of 


your maſters : at leaſt, I dare ſay, that none 
of them would be guilty of ſo horrid a blun- 
der, as to ſay, that you believe the Father 4 

mT the 
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Jon, or the Son the Father, &c. which di- 
rectly overturns the whole of chriſtianity. 
It may be, you will here ask, what ſigni- 
ſies all this talk, ſince your friend doth not 
ſay abſolutely that the inditer has not talen 
= any pains, &c. but only that he has not been 
at /o much 2 To this I reply, That it is e- 
nough to wipe off the imputation of unfair- 
neſs, if, as no honeſt man ſhould, he has ne- 
yer diſguis'd any of your arguments, or dif: 
ſembled the force of them; which I ayer I 
never knew him once guilty of, tho I have 
convers'd very often with him upon this ſub- 
Z jet. And this. I ſuppoſe, is as much as your 
2X friend can plead in this matter; fice, I dare 
3 fay, that neither you nor he will pretend, That 
be hath been at ſo much pains to inſtruct his 
= a:ciples in the proofs we bring to ſupport 
our faith, the anſwer we make to your ob- 
= 7eftons, the difficulties that clog his own 
3 ſcheme, or in what he himſelf believes, or 
would have them believe, concerning the Son 
and Spirit; as he has been to inſtrutt them in 


e veral objettions againſt that which we be- 
3 eve. TO 
But, after all, if the gentleman intended 


were really guilty of this charge, I cannor 
ſee with what face your friend can object it to | 
him; becauſe he that accuſeth another of a = 

crime, ought firſt of all to look to himſelf. 

And ſurely never were there more direct miſ- 

. of a queſtion, more wilſul per- 
verſions of arguments, and more ſophiſtical | 
eva- | 


(8) 


evaſions to elude the force of objeQiofis, in 
ſo ſmall a compals, than in his letter. I here. 


fore thou art inextuſable, O man, whoſoever 


thou art, that judgeſt : for wherein thou judg- 
eft another, thou condemneſt thy ſelf; for thou 
that gudgeſt doſt the ſame things. _ 
Bur I find one thing more under this head 
very remarkable, and that is the new Arian 
Catechiſm, which your friend ſeems to have 
been at ſome pains in drawing up. Ir muſt be 
own'd, the Ariaus are mightily oblig'd to him 
for this favour ; but, as they are a grateful 
ſort of people, they do not care to die in his 
debt. 1 ſhall therefore preſent him with a 
ſhort orthodox catechiſm, as fair and as much 
to the purpoſe as his, which may be of ſome 
ſervice to him in It may run thus: 


How many Gods are there? One. What 
do you believe concerning the one God? I 
believe that he is three perſons. What do you 
underſtand by the word perſon? I cannot cer- 
tainly tell; becauſe ſometimes it ſignifies a 
name only, ſometimes a mode, ſometimes an 


almighty mind, ſometimes an intelligent agent; 


lometimes ſomewhat, (Sc. as beſt ſuits the pre- 
ſent hypotheſis. Do you believe that the 
{ame being can be both Father and Son to it 
ſelf ? Yes, perſonally it may, but eſſentially 
it cannot ; becauſe that implies a contradic- 
tion. Do you believe that the ſame bein 
can be equal to it ſelf? Yes, in the ſenſe 
given aboye. Do you believe that a neceſſa- 
+ rily 
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rily exiſting perſon could be begotten ? Ves. 


4 Can a perſon who E the ſupreme God, refer 


all his actions to the glory of another? Ves. 
Is it not the ſame thing to pardon without 
any ſatisfaction at all, as to ſuppoſe that the 
ſame being ſatisfies it ſelf? No. Do you be- 
lieve that 7eſus Chriſt is equal to his God and 
Father? Yes. But does not Chriſt ſay, my 
Father is greater than 1? Ves; but he was 
then young, when he afterwards grew wiſer 
he . miud, to ule your friend's phraſe. 
Where did you learn theſe things ? From the 
heathen philoſophers, and popith ſchoolmen.—- 
But I am weary of ſuch ſtuff. And, indeed, 
I ſhould have ſcorn'd to deſcend to any thing 
ſo low and mean, had not your friend led me 
the way; for I abhor burleſque and banter in 
matters of ſuch importance. I ſhall conclude 
this head with the ſaying of a good old puri- 
tan : Whenever a man makes tricks at, and 
ridicules other peoples religion, it is a ſhrewd 
ſeen he has none himſelf. 


Your friend's fourth objection is, in ſub- 
ſtance, That tho this way of teaching may 
tend to ſooth the natural pride of mens 
hearts; elate the mind with a ſwelling va- 
* nity, and cheriſh a fooliſh and ſinful curio- 
« ſity, and pernicious levity in things awful 
and tremendous, and foſter irreligious and 
profane babbling in all converſations ; yet 
* it can never make them more holy or ſeri- 
* ous, Sc.“ And * he adds, * 

8 « he 
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« he can't but expreſs his fears, that this 
« way (whether intended or not, God will 
judge) is as likely to bring people into a 
« diſregard and contempt of the ſcriptures, as 
* imper{picuous, obſcure, Sc. in a word, to 
make them deiſts, Sc. as to bring them over 
« to the ze ſcheme, as it is falſly call'd. 

In anſwer to this objection, IJ might con- 
tent my ſelf with deny ing what it ſuppoſes; 
ſince it is only ſuppoſed, and there neither is, 
nor can be any thing ſaid to prove it. For 
why this way of enquiry, rather than an 
other, ſhould be attended with theſe bad con- 
ſequences, is what I cannot conceive. But to 
humour this gentleman for once, we will al- 
low what he ſays to be true: And what then? 
will it therefore follow that it is not fit that a 
man ſhould ule all proper and likely methods 
to find out truth, becauſe it is poſſible that 
ſome of them may be abus'd by ſome per- 
ſons ? Is the abuſe of a thing a good argument 
againſt the uſe of it ? Doth your friend think 
it reaſonable, that he ſhould be debar'd of his 
natural right of judging for himſelf, becauſe a 
deiſt carries his liberty too far, and makes free 
with things he ſhould not? The truth is, this 
is an old objection, and was often urg'd by the 
papiſts againſt our firſt reformers. Nothing 
was more common than for them to ſay, (and 
with a good grace hey might ſay it) What, 


will you allow every private man a liberty of 


querying upon your principles, and thinking 
and judging for himſelf? Don't you ſee what 
as | mad 


Na 
mad work it will make ? what hereſies it will 
introduce ? how it tends to /007hb the natu- 
val pride of men's hearts, to elate the mind 
* with a ſwelling vanity, to cheriſh a fooliſh 
and ſinful curioſity, to foſter irreligious and 
profane babblings, and in a word, to make 
them Deiſts, &c. ? Thus, you ſee, theſe ob- 
jections do as much execution for a Papiſt 
againſt a Proteſtant, as they can do for either 
againſt an Arian and they certainly con- 
clude as ſtrongly againſt the general right of 
thinking for our ſelves, as againſt this parti- 

_ cular method of inquiry. | T2 
And now, having, as I think, ſufficiently 
an{wer'd all your friend's objections under this 
head, becaule he ſeems to be in a good fit, and 
diſcoyers a great value for the ſcriptures, I ſhall 
take the liberty to put him in mind of ſome- 
thing that hath a much more direct tendency 

to bring them into contempt, than theſe poor 
Queries, which have thrown him into ſuch an 
agony. The thing I mean, is, the inſſſtiug 
on the neceſſity of ſubſeribing articles of 
faith, as expreſPd by fallible men; and the 
rejecting all ſcriptural forms of confeſſion, as 

not being a ſufficient ſecurity againſt bereſy. 
This has been boldly aſſerted, and profeſſedly 
pleaded for by a great body of men, whom, 
I dare ſay, he is proud to call his friends. 
And certainly, nothing is more likely to bring 
people to a diſregard and contempt of the 
ſcriptures, than ſuch a fly way of inſinuating 
their inſufficiency. For what is this but ſay- 


4 © 1 
ing, We are wiſer in theſe matters than re- 
velation it ſelf ; we can make amendments ® 
on the bible, and expreſs God's will better * 
than he himſelf has done it in his word ? 


The fifth reaſon why your friend doth not 
like this method, is a very peculiar one; and ? 
what will at any time, excuſe any man, from 
anſwering any arguments, which may be pro- 
pos d againſt his principles. It is this: Be- 
* cauſe, tho every one of the Queries were 
* anſwer'd plainly, ſolidly, and unanſwera. 
% bly, yet men that by art and ſubtilty, 
forc'd and unnatural ſtraining of words, 
ſtrange and wild interpretations, Sc. have 
pretended to deduce Arianiſin from the 
bible, would not think all this ſufficient, Sc. 
This is all perfectly trifling ; and to ſhew ? 
that it is ſo, I need only repeat it, with the 
variation of a word or two, and the abſur- 
_ dity will appear. It may run thus: It doth 
pot ſignify for me to diſpute with your friend, 
becauſe he is not a man to be diſputed with. 
ever) one of his arguments were anſwer'd 
ptainly, ſolidly, and unanſwerably, yet even 
then, ſuch folks as he, who by forc'd and un- 
natural ſtraining of words, &c. pretend to 
deduce modern orthodoxy from the bible, 
would not think all this ſufficient. Thus, 
allowing me to be equally infallible with your 
friend, which I ſuppoſe I may pretend to with- | 
pur much vanity, you ſee theſe words do as 
well in my mouth as bis. Fl 
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Bar before I leave this head, I would fain 
ask your friend, how he comes to be ſo cer- 
tain, that all thoſe people who think they find 
Arianiſm in the bible, would not be ſatisfy'd 
with an unanſwerable anſwer, or think the 
moſt plain and ſolid confutation of their ar- 
guments ſufficient ? Doth he know that they 
are all knaves and villains, as this plainly in- 


ſinuates? If he doth not, let him retract this 


uncharitable cenſure ; if he doth, let him 
make it appear to the world. | 

What your friend fays of ſelf · elevation, and 
contempt of others, is certainly a melancholy 
truth; and perhaps, ſome on our ſide of the 
queſtion may be very guilty of it. But then, 
I cannot think ſuch a reproof becomes this 
gentleman at all ; becauſe our Saviour lays it 


down as a rule, that before a man attempts to 
pull the mote out of his brother's eye, he 


ſhould rake the beam from his own. 


Your friend's laſt and greateſt reaſon, or 
objection againſt this method of enquiry, is, 
That it keeps honeſt, plain men, from a 
true ſtate of the caſe. 

Now ſuppoſing this ſhould be true, I can- 
not ſee any great matter in it : it appears to 
me to be a very needleſs complaint. For what 
if theſe, or any other queries, ſhould happen 
to miſ- ſtate the queſtion ; yet, if they really 
propoſe difficulties which the queriſt cannot 
get over, they will deſerve to be conſider'd. 
notwithſtanding any ſuch miſtake. For either 

i the 
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the miſtake in ſtating of the queſtion is of con- 
ſiderable importance, or it is not. If it is not, 
a mere trifle can never be a good reaſon why * 


mens real difficultizs in a thing of importance 
ſhould not be conſider'd. If it is, why then 


the work will bz the eaſier; the anſwerer has 
the queriſt at his mercy, and may without 
much trouble ſet him right. 1 

But the moſt material part of this objection, 
is a ſevere charge on the queriſt, as craſtily and 
wickedly perverting the queſtion. The in- 
ditement is as follows: Thus the queriſt, 
* in his way of repreſenting things, would 
make you believe, that we ſay, that the 
three perſons are one and three in the fame | 
«« reſpect : that when been e the Deity as 
* o0ze, we conſider it as three: that when 


we ſpeak of the Son as mediator, we ſpeak | 


of him as ſupreme, and the like; which are 


falſe, and wickedly imputed to us, (as the | 


« queriſt knows in his own conſcience) ; and | 
thus craftily, I had almoſt ſaid ſinfully, pro- 
+ poſed to conceal the truth, and make it 


appear ridiculous. 


I have carefully look'd over all the Queries, 
and I do not find any ſuch thing in them; 
which makes me apt to think, that this accu- 
lation proceeds ſolely from a miſtake. There 


is indeed a paſſage in the firſt, which may ſeem *' 


to give ſome colour to it, tho I am ſatisfy d 


the queriſt did not deſign any thing like it. His 


words are theſe, © Whether by Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, we are not to underſtand | 
„ 6% di- 


3 8 
. diſtinct agents? or elſe, the ſame perſon 
EX < ſends and is ſent, Sc.“ I ſhall eaſily clear 
up this matter thus: By diſtin& agents, he 
means beings ; becauſe he cannot poſſibly 
X conceive, that any thing but a diſtinct being 
can be a diſtinct agent; or, in other words, 
boy any thing but a being can ſuſtain perſonal 
properties; and, vice vers4, how any thing 
that doth ſuſtain perſonal properties can be 
leſs than a being. According to this explica- 
tion of the terms, the objection is this. If 
by Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, you mean 
only one being, as I can ſee no difference 
between the ideas of being and perſon, to me 
it is the ſame thing as if you ſaid, that the 
ſame perſon ſends and is ſent, Sc. Thus, you 
ſee, he does not accuſe you with holding any 
ſuch thing, becauſe he knew that you pretend 
to underſtand ſomething elſe by the word per- 
ſon than he does: only, till you let him know 
what thoſe different ideas are which you affix 
to this term, he cannot free your ſcheme from 
this abſurdity ; and therefore is oblig'd to re- 
F ject it. But need add nothing more here; 
for if I can but ſhew that this method is the 
beſt a man can take in ſuch a caſe as the que- 
riſt's, all your friend's reaſons againſt it will be 
thereby ſufficiently anſwer'd : for when any 
thing 2s well confirmed, objections come out of 
time, according to your own rule. 
In order to ſet this matter in a clear light, 
tis neceſſary to have recourſe to the facts 
which 
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which firſt gave riſe to this way of enquiring: 


which are as follows. 


Some years ago, certain perſons, who, like 
the noble Bereans, really believ'd it to be their 
duty to think for themſelves, and to examine 


the principles they had.been bred up in, (and 


till that time implicitly believ d) by that di- 


vine ſtandard of truth, the holy ſcriptures; 
after a careful peruſal of thoſe ſacred oracles, 


and frequent and fervent 1 to almighty i 
direction of his ho- 


God for the guidance an 
ly Spirit, thought they ſaw reaſon to alter their 


judgment concerning the doctrine of the Tri- 


« 9 


nit y. Upon which, a terrible outcry was 4 
rais'd, that the church of Chriſt was in dan- 


ger; the people were taught to look upon 


them as men forſaken by God; the pulpits 
perpetually thunder'd out damnation againſt 
them, and hell-fire was hurl'd at them from 
every quarter. In theſe unhappy circumſtan- 


ces, it was thought neceſſary to draw up cer- } 
tain Queries, containing ſome of their objec- 
tions againſt the doctrine they had forlaken, to 


be offer'd to the conſideration of ſuch perſons 


as were moſt zealous and forward to condemn | 
them: it being very natural to expect, that 
thoſe who were ſo confident that they were in 
the right, were provided with proper auſwers 
to all ſuch objections. Accordingly, ſeveral *' 


things of this kind were done, and for ought ; 
I know, the queries which have occaſion d 
theſe papers may have been given to others | 


beſides you : Tho, I hope, not in the way of 
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4 | anda judge- of hearts. Tho if any body ſhould 


calls it ; but, as RY _ there ſaid will come 
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a vain triumph, as your friend affirms.—An 
accuſation ſomewhat extraordinary, and which I 
believe he would be puzzled to prove, if cal 

upon to do it; unleſs he is a ſearcher of thoughts 


have been fo ſilly as your friend ſays, I don't 

know that I, or any other who never did any 
ſuch thing, am at all accountable for it; any 
more than you are for the wild rants of ſome 

mad Antinomiauc, or than this gentleman is for 

ſeveral fooliſh things, which have been ſaid and 

done by his friends in this controverſy. But to 

return. bh : 

Having given a fair and impartial account of 
the riſe of this way of querying in Andover, I 
now appeal to every man, whether or no this is 
not the moſt natural and beſt method that could 
be thought of in ſuch a caſe? And here I am ſure 
I have the univerſal practice of all perſons, at all 
times, in all places, upon all ſuch occaſions, on 


my fide; and, which is more to you than all 


theſe, Dr. Waterland himſelf, and your friend 
the anſwerer too. I might bring many argu- 
ments to prove the duty of thinking atm enqui- 
ring for our ſelves, which would further confirm 
this matter; but as I am talking to proteſtants, 
I hope there is no necd of them, and therefore 
I forbear, , 
Thus I have gone thro' your friend's objec- 
tions; and done all that I propos'd to do. It may 
be, you will now expect that I ſhould particular- 
ly conſider his true ſtate of the queſtion, as he 


In 


ply, I ſhall only make two or three remarks here. 


. r : _ 


in naturally under ſome head or other of the re- 


Your friend begins negatively, and tells us 
what is not the queſtion, in ſeveral diſtin pro- 
poſitions ; which I ſhall wholly paſs by, and go 
on to his queſtion fairly ſtared ; which is as fol- 
lows. 


+£ Whether the ſame names, ds, attributes, 
*« works and worſhip, do not infallibly infer the 
** ſame eſſence and nature? If they do, ſeeing 
they are predicated both of the Father and the 
«© Son, is it not undeniable that they are co-eſ- 
ſential and conſubſtanrial ? 


In anſwer to this, I obſerve, firſt, that it is al- 
ways an ill omen when a man ſtumbles at the 
threſhold. For this is ſo far from being a fair 
ſtare of the queſtion, that it ought rather to be 
call'd a petitio principii; ſince it is certainly 
taking for granted what ſhould have been prov'd ; 
becaule, you know, we deny that the ſame names, 
Sc. are predicated of the Father and Son, as will 
be ſhewn more largely in the defence of the firſt ' 
query. And this alone hamſtrings and ſpoils |! 
your friend's concluſion. 1 

Burt, ſecondly, ſuppoſing the Tame names, ti- 
tles. Sc. were, as this queſtion pretends, aſcrib'd 
to Father and Son, yet this would not prove your 
point at all; becauſe this infers as infallibly unity 
of perſon, as unity of eſſence or being; unleſs 
being and perſon are different things, which it 
lies upon you to ſhew, if you would have this ar- 
gument paſs muſter. Your | 
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Vour friend's other queſtions being of the ſame 
kind with ſeveral things in the anſwer, will be. 
reply'd to elſewhere. Only as the ſum of them 
all is contain'd in this ſingle one, Whether the 
Son of God be 1 exiſtent 2” I ſhall 
ſay ſomething briefly in anſwer to it. And here, 
to avoid contuſion, and that we may not fight in 


the dark, it will be proper to begin with defining 


the term. Fre. 

By neceſſary exiſience, then, I underſtand that 
primary character or conception of God, by 
which he is what he is immutably, becauſe un- 
derivedly and independent of any. This defini- 
tion will be fully confirm'd by the following pro- 


_ poſitions. 


Prop. I. God is a neceſlarily exiſting being. 

Prop. II. Neceſſary exiſtence always implies 
abſolute perfection. Or thus, Whatever doth 
exiſt neceſſarily is perfect. = 

Prop. III. A neceſſary being is what he is, 
independent on any other; becauſe to depend on 


another being, is to owe ſomething to it, which 


is an imperfection. 
Prop. IV. Every being that is independent, 
is allo underived; becauſe to derive from ano- 
ther, is to depend on that other : which is an 
imperfection by Prop. III. ND; 

Prop. V. Whatever being derives, is there- 
fore dependent, therefore not perfect, therefore 
not neceſſarily exiſtent, thereſore not God in this 
ſenſe of neceſlary exiſtence. 


Ds 
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I ſhall not ſtay here to apply this particularly, 
becauſe I believe no body will pretend that this 
ſort of exiſtence can belong to any other, than 
the God and Father of all, who is above all. 


It therefore remains now, that we enquire how 


you underſtand this term, as aſcrib'd ro the Son 
of God. | | f | 
By this propoſition, then, that the Son of 
God is neceſſarily exiſtent, it is plain you muſt 
mean either, firſt, ſomething only that is oppoſed 
to precarions exiſtence ; or elle, ſecondly, that 
he is neceſſarily begotten, derived, cauſed, Gc. 
neither of which ſenſes will do your cauſe much 
ſervice. For tho, in the firſt ſenſe, as only op- 
poſed ro precarious exiſtence, the Son of God 
may be neceſſarily exiſtent with relation to his 
ſtability and incorruptibility, yet notwithſtanding 


this, his generation may be a voluntary thing: But 


this will not ſquare well at all with your principles, 
which muſt therefore ſuppoſe him, in the ſecond 
ſenſe to be neceſſarily begotten, derived. c. if that 
will do better than the other. And here, to paſs 
by ſeveral important objections againſt this - 
trine, it will be enough to oblerve, that if the 
Son of God were thus neceſſarily exiſtent, yet 
he could not upon any account be ſaid to be the 
ſame God with his Father ; becauſe his Father is 
by neceſſity of nature underived and uncauſed. 
whereas theSon is neceſſarily derived, &c. which 
makes the nature and exiſtence of the Son a very 
different thing from that of the Father. And this 
finiſhes my remarks upon the fair fate of the 
queſtion, 
| As 


„ 


As for the two things with which your friend 
XZ concludes, as I can ſee nothing in them, ſo I 
think 1 might be excus'd if I ſaid nothing to 
them. Bur becauſe he ſhall have no reaſon to 
complain, I will briefly anſwer both. 
4 The firſt is a * hg deſigned for the de- 
J | ceaſed, but by miſtake directed to Leach, It is 
this: Seeing Mr. Bunny's charitable pitying 
you, put you upon writing him a long paper; 
« the better way would have been to have told 
him the manner and motives of your. conver- 
ſion, and to have gone on in a ſcriptuꝛal courſe 
of reaſoning, Sc. : 

To this I anſwer, that your friend might have 
ſpar'd all this talk, becauſe the queries were de- 
led only as preliminaries to ſuch a ſcriptural 
courſe of reaſoning, as was the motive of the 
queriſt's converſion, and which would have been 
offer'd to your conſideration long ago, had you 

thought fit to have anſwer' d them ſooner. 
i The ſecond thing, (too long to tranſcribe) is, 
in ſubſtance, ** That the new Scheme (falfly ſo 
call'd, for ir is as old as chriſtianity) © inſtead 
of making men better, has made them worſe ; 
and that ſince the revival of Ariaui ſin, pro- 
faneneſs and immorality have abounded. 
If this is true, I am heartily ſorry for it. But 
l do not know that our principles are any ways 
3 chargeable with it. If your friend thinks they 
are, let him prove it; and that will be a moſt ef- 
fectual way of confuting them. But I need add 
nothing more here, becauſe all that is ſaid in this 
place, is but the ſame thing over again, and has 
been 
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been already taken notice of, in my anſwer to 
the fourth objection. 
Bur it is time now that I take wy leave of 
your friend, for he begins to grow more than 
ordinarily out of temper.—”Tis true, the firſt 
= of his letter was pretty well, but the more 
e writes, I perceive, the more angry he grows, 
till at laſt, towards the concluſion, he even out- 
does himſelf. Now defiance lours on his brow, 
and wrath flaſhes from his eyes, and his zeal riſes 
to fury | Nothing now is thought too bad, no 
repreſentations too odious, no colours too black? 
no names too invidious for his adverſaries. The 
are blaſphemers, deſpiſers of the bleſſed Spirit, 
contemners of the grace of God, irreligious, 
profane, proud, uncharitable ;---wheedlers, ſhuf- 
flers, equivocators, and, in one word, knaves 
and villains. I do not ſay that your friend deli- 
vers all this in expreſs words ; but moſt of it he 
does, and wherever he doth not, he takes care to 
ſpeak ſo plain that no body can well miſs his 
meaning. But what! doth your friend think 
that we are to be bullied out of our ſenſes ? Is 
ſcolding a proper method of conviction ? and are 
his beſt arguments for the faith to be fetch'd from 
Billinſzate £ Certainly every thing of this kind 
| is directly contrary to the genius of the goſpel, 
and the character of the bleſſed Jeſus ; whoſe 
laws ſhould be our rule, and whoſe example we 
ought all to imitate : who has taught us, not to 
render evil for evil, and railing for railing ; which 
| is the true reaſon that I do not make repriſals. 
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And now, I think my {elf oblig'd to call up- 
on your friend to ſpeak out, and let the world 
know who thoſe perſons are, that bawl out 
for morality above faith, that don't do as 
they would be done by, that talk mightily of 
« ſincerity, [and yet have been] catch'd wheed- 
« ling, ſhuffling, and equivocating ; in a word, 
that have made uſe of ſuch ſcandalous methods 
in propagating their ſchemes, ever in Ando- 
ver, as would put common honeſty out of 
« countenance, Sc.“ And here I expect that 
his proofs ſhould be full and home; ay, and that 


he ſhould make it out that thecrimes charg d upon 


us, in the two laſt paragraphs, are pretty general 
too: for one or two inſtances, if ſuch ſhould be 


found, (tho I do not know of any) will not be 


ſufficient to juſtify his blackening a whole ſocie- 
ty, and throwing ſcandal at random. If he doth 
not do this, he muſt be content to be thought 
what I don't care to ſay. 

To conclude, I am forry that one who talks 
ſo much of the motions and influences of the 


Spirit, ſhould write as if he dip'd his pen in 


oall, and had his hand guided by a fury. Cer- 
tainly, this wrath of man can never work the 
righteouſneſs of God. I hope, therefore, that 
your friend will for the future lay aſide that 
pride and loftineſs, that wrath and bitterneſs, 
that ſtrife and envying, that ſelf- conceit and 


contempt of others, which is every where vi- 
ſible in His letter; becauſe, as theſe things 


are fooliſn, ſo they are alſo endleſs: ſince inju- 
rious invectives, and abuſive calumnies may be, 
5 and 
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and generally are, bandy'd about from one fide 
to the other, till both parties have quite loſt 
ſight of rhe queſtion. And here I would not 
have you fancy that I deſire your friend to for- 
bear this way of writing, as being afraid of the 
poignancy of his ſatire : no, ſo far am I from any 
luch apprehenſions, that, on the contrary, I am 
ſetisfyef 
worſt him at his own weapons, if a man would 
indulge ſuch a liberty of evil-ipeaking. The on- 
ly reaſon why I caution him againſt this prac- 
tice, is, becauſe I would not have him expoſe 
| himſelf, nor prejudice his cauſe ; which, if it be 
the cauſe of truth, will certainly ſuffer by ſuch 
a method of defending it; ſince the world now 
pretty generally agrees, that 20 man is in a paſ- 
ſton, but for want of a better argument. 


it would be no difficult matter to. 


2E TEE Ye Fes LO 


4 GEES LOIN Shrew one blends pt fon ERIE 14 5 FE Ne 
o SLE MES L ONES n * IX 5 


1 Pray God, of his infinite mercy, to enligh- | 


ten our minds by his bleſſed Spirit, and to guide | 


and lead us into all truth, that ſo we may at | 


laſt meet together, and be for ever happy in 
thoſe glorious manſions above, where nothing 


entreth that defileth ; bur all is purity, peace, and 
love. I am, 


Tours, &C. 


POSTSCRIPT 


AFTER I had finiſh'd this letter, 1 found, 
upon a review of your friend's, that, beſides ſe- 
veral extraordinary ſtrokes in the uncharitable 


way, 
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1 
way, which J had purpoſely omitted, there was 
one abominable ſlander which had eſcap'd me. 
The paſſage I mean, is that where he repre- 
ſents his adverſaries as furious enemies of chriſ- 
tianity. His words are theſe: Nor will ten 
0 thouſand objections againſt the manner, ex- 
* cuſe us for denying or doubting of the doc- 
“ trine, which has been infallibly proved, about 
« fourteen hundred years ago, againſt men as 
« learned, as acute, as ſubtil, and as furious 
% enemies of chriſtianity, as any of their ſuc- 
« ceſſors ever ſince” Now, tho your friend 
doth not ſay here in ſo many words, that Dr. 
Clarke and Mr. M hiſton, and ſuch as they, are 
enemies to chriſtianity; yet, that he deſigns this 
character for men of their principles, is a thing 
too evident to need any proof; ſince he again 
and again charges us with holding that very doc- 
trine which was infallibly confuted, and explo- 
ded and anathematiz d, about fourteen hundred 
years ago, as directly oppoſite to chriſtianity. But 
this is a reflection ſo baſe, and vile, and falſe, that 
I !hould wonder how any man who calls himſelf 
a chriſtian, could be guilty of a thing ſo enor- 
mous, did I not know that it is a common prac- 
tice, with ſome people, to uſe their adverſaries 


in ſuch a manner. Inſtead therefore of ſtaying 


to diſprove this calumny, I ſhall preſent you and 
your friend, (who, as he is your friend; muſt 
certainly be a Calvuiniſt) with a liſt of hard 
names and ſcurrilous epithets, which the founder 
of your ſet us'd to deal out very plentifully 
among thoſe who 2 from him. N 
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Caſſander, he honours him with the titles of 


what humanity (ſays the learned Grotius) 
Calvin was wont to treat thoſe who could 
not think as he did, is evident from his wri- 
tings. He calls Caſtellio, becauſe he oppoſed 
his doctrine of predeſtination, a knave and a 
devil Cornhertius, a raſcal and a dog: The 
writer of the duty of a pious man, with re- 
lation to the then differences in religion, 
(which he took to be Baldwin, tho it was 


indeed Caſſander) a brazen-fac'd man, void of 


piety, profane, impudent, an impoſtor, worſe 
than a brute, given to wrangling : and when 
Baldwin had replied to his book, he com- 
pliments him with the civil appellations of a 
worthleſs fellow, an obſcene dog, a wicked 
forger, projecting things impious, and conſpi- 


ring with villains ; a cynick, a ſcoffer, perfi- „ 
dious, a fool, and devoted to the ſervice of 


the devil with a beaſtly fury. And then as to 


« ſelf conceited, moroſe, a mask, (i. e. a mere 


cc 
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outſide only) a ſerpent, a peſt, and a hang- 


man. Theſe things did ſo trouble the meek 
Bucer, (I will relate the truth, tho I know 
ſome people would not have it ſpoken) that 
they oblig'd him to write this ſharp, but 
moſt juſt reproof to him ; Thou zudgeſt ac- 
cording as thou loveſt or hateſt, and thou 
loveſt or hateſt as thou wilt, Vea, and on the 


account of his bloody ſayings, he gives him 


the name of fratricide. This luſt of evil- 
ſpeaking, Calvin, in an epiſtle to Bucer, 
gentlx. calls zmpatience ; and ſays, he had 
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ſtrove much againſt it, and gotten ſome ad- 
vantage over it; tho he had not as yet en- 
tirely ſubdu'd this beaſt. But, if any one 
will be at the pains to read his aſter wri- 
tings, he will find, that inſtead of growing 
better he grew worſe: ſo well did he like 
that which I would not, 1 do. And accord- 
ingly, his friend Bega confeſſes, that in fif- 
teen years ſpace, wherein he taught others 
the way of righteouſneſs, he himſelf could 
not learn ſobriety nor liberality, nor vera- 
city, but did till ſtick in the mire. I do not 
revive theſe things out of any inclination to 
quarrel with dead men; but becauſe I obſerye 
that, for the moſt part, men are apt to imi- 
tate the manners of their maſters. Thus, we 


find the diſciples of Melancthon and John 


cc 


66 


cc 


60 


Arad, are generally of a peaceable ſweet diſ- 
poſition; and, on the contrary, thoſe of Ca/- 
vin to be ſharp and fierce, and ſuch as they 
imagine God to be to the greateſt part of 
mankind. So important a thing it is what 
doctor you chooſe. I would adviſe thoſe 
who have leifure, to read Caſſander's and 
Baldwin's anſwers to Calvin, for their bet- 
ter knowledge of his temper and diſpoſition,” 


Vot. pro pace, ad Art. I. 
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SECOND LETTER 


To Mr. . 


8 IN CE a right faith in the doctrine of the 


tance, I ſhall examine the Anſwer to the 


Queries with the utmoſt care, ſeriouſneſs, and 


impartiality : for, certainly, if one fide or t'o- 
ther muſt be damned, as hath been boldly aſ- 


ſerted by one of your friends, it highly behoves 
every man to look about him; and to weigh 


all the arguments, pro and con, with the great- 
eſt exactneſs he can, in order to avoid this ter- 


rible anathema. And, therefore, as I am not 


conſcious that prejudice or paſſion have had any 
hand in making me, what you call, a heretick ; 
ſo I hope I ſhall ſtill preſerve the ſame fairneſs 


of temper in all my further enquiries, and be 


always as ready to return to the truth, upon 
conviction that it is the truth, as ever I was to 
depart from it. And here, I believe, no body 
who knows me can have any reaſon to doubt 
of my ſincerity, becauſe it is evident, that n 
1 the 


Trinity is a matter of very great impor- | 
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ſtrongly perſwade me to your ſide of the queſ- 
tion; which is an advantagious prepoſſeſſion in 
favour of your friend's arguments. But to put 
this matter out of doubt, (if the moſt ſolemn 
profeſſion of one who is departed from the 
faith may be believ'd) and becauſe the writer 
of the letter inſinuates, that pride alone, very 
often, keeps us from forſaking onr errors, even 
after we are convinc'd that they are errors, (a 
thing which he can never know) I do here pro- 
teſt, as in the preſence of the great ſearcher of 
hearts, before whom I expect to give an ac- 
count of what I am now writing, that, as far 
as I can know the diſpoſition of my own ſoul, 
I am not influenc'd by any thing of this kind; 
and that as nothing but the mere force of truth, 
and overbearing evidence of ſcripture, could 
ever have prevail'd upon me to renounce prin- 
ciples I had been bred up in, and for a great 
while firmly believ'd; ſo nothing but the ſame 
force and evidence keeps me now from returning 
to them again. 1 
But before we come to the argument, it is ne- 
ceſſary to take notice of a complaint, that 
frequently recurs in your friend's letter, and alſo 
in this anſwer: which is, That we don't ſpeak 
out, and let you know what our principles really 


are, but ſhuffle and evade, &c. while you fair. 


ly tell us yours. 
Now ſuppoſing what you ſay of us to be 
true, yet, nevertheleſs, what you ſay of your 


ſelves is not, and fo conſequently you are equal- 
- £1 « hag „ 


the motives and temptations of worldly intereſt 
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ly guilty. For, notwithſtanding your boaſted 
fairneſs, I do not find any inſtance of it in ei- 
ther of the letters. If you think I wrong your 
friends here, I deſire you would point out ſome 
one place, where they have ſo much as meddled 
with our greateſt difficulty. I muſt own, in- 
deed, that ſometimes we are told. That you 
believe there are three perſons in the God- 
head. But what's this to the purpoſe ? Don't 
you know that this is a propoſition that we can 
neither affirm nor deny, unleſs we underſtood 
your meaning? Have we not again and again 
call'd out upon 5 to explain your terms? Is 
it poſſible we ſhould believe your doctrine, till 
we know what it is? And is not this caſe ex- 
actly parallel to theirs, who were required to 
ſubſcribe an aſſent and conſent to a book they 
had never ſeen ? for my part, I aſſure you, I 
can ſee no difference. I would, therefore, ad- 
viſe you not to caſt ſtones at us, unleſs you are 
ſure you are without fault your ſelves, and to 
forbear charging our confeſſions with reſerved- 
neſs, till you are more open and particular in 
your own. Which you might be very ſafely, 
ſince you are intrench'd and ſecur'd by the ſanc- 
tions of human laws; whereas, an unguarded in- 
advertent expreſſion, may expoſe us to vexatious 
proſecutions, and tedious impriſonments ; which 
is enough to excuſe us, if we were ſomewhat 
more guilty in this reſpect than you. I would 
not be underſtood here to infinuate, that you 
or your friend would be ſo ungenerous as to 


take 


take any ſuch advantages: I am willing to hope 
better things. But if you would not, there are 
others who, I dare ſay, would rejoice at ſuch 
an opportunity of ſhewing their zeal : For the 
diſciple is not greater than his maſter, nor the 
ſervant than Br lord; 7 therefore they have 

erſecuted the maſter, they will perſecute the 


6 


| 


diſciples alſo.— Zea, the time cometh, that 
whoſoever killeth you, will think that he doth 
God ſervice : Theſe things will they do unto 
you, becauſe they have not known the Father, 
nor his Son Jeſus Chriſt. This warning, to- 
gether with the experience we have had of ſome 
peoples tempers, was enough to make the que- 
riſt take a little care how he expreſs d himſelf, 
ſince he did not know whoſe hands his papers 
might fall into. 1 

But after all, I cannot but wonder that you 
ſhould be guilty of ſo great an inconſiſtency, as 
this accuſation carries in it. For how could 
you pronounce ſentence on the queriſt's princi- 
ples, unleſs you had known what they were ? or 
pity him, as being in the high road to hell and 
damnation, when you could not tell why or 
wherefore ? In ſhort, either this charge is true, 
or it is not: if it is not, then it is groundlels, 
- fooliſh, and diſhoneſt ; if it is, juſtify your con- 
duct in condemning the queriſt, and free Joe 
ſelf from the imputation of acting by a blind 
uncharitable zeal, proceeding from Wen | 

and ignorance. <p 11 

And now, ſince you deliver it as your opi- 
nion, grounded, it ſeems, upon the talk 12 
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ther people, That our maſter has been more 
careful to inſtruct us what we are not to be- 
« lieve concerning the Trinity, than in any 
any plain, clear, or poſitive account of what 
% we are to believe; and what and how to ob- 
« je, than to anſwer.” I ſhall ſpend no more 
time in preface, but come directly to the buſi- 
neſs: and before I have done I hope to ſhew 
that in this (as well as moſt other caſes) com- 
mon fame is a very great lyar. 


2 


You begin with this propoſition, * That Jeſus 
«© Chriſt is the fon of God, which, you ſay, is 
the glorious foundation of your faith; but in 
the mouth of an Ar ian, or a Net- ſeheme- man, 
js of uncertain ſignification.“ | 


I entirely agree with you, that this propoſiti- 
on is the glorious foundation of chriſtian faith ; 
but then I can by no means allow what you in- 
ſinuate of its uncertain ſignification in our creed. 
It is true, you may ask us tome queſtions about 
the Son of God, which perhaps we cannot give 
a full anſwer to, becauſe the ſcriptures are ſilent 
in the caſe, and we do not pretend to know more 
than is revealed. But what then ? is this any 
fault of ours? or is that a crime in us which is 
a virtue in you? Sometimes we are told that it 
is our duty to ſubmit to ſcripture, and to reſtrain 
reaſon from pry ing too curiouſly into things about 
which revelation is ſilent; and yet when we do ſo, 
it ĩs objected to us as a crime, and we are accuſed 
þ with quibbling and not —_— our. Ir is 


likely 


* 
o 
* 
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likely you will {ay that I have given this matter 


a wrong turn; but I defire you would remember 
(for you are really in ſuch things very forgetful) 
that there is ſome difference between ſaying ſo, 


and proving it. In ſhort, this reflection will 


fall on the Bible it ſelf, unleſs you can ſhew that 


we reject or disbelieve ſomething that the Bible 
ſays concerning the Son of God. Which I truſt 


vou neither have nor can do. 


And now I find that I muſt take my leave of 


you till we come to the concluſion, becauſe I 


ſee one of your friends ſteps in here and takes 


up the cudgels. I would therefore be under- 


ſtood, for the future, as ſpeaking to him, unleſs 
I give notice to the contrary. He begins with 
propoſing ſeveral queſtions, which you ſeem to 


think very difficult; but, 1 aſſure you, for no 


maſter has not taught you to anſwer, as well as 


other reaſon in the world bur . 
object. The queſtions are as follow. 


Queſtion 1. What do you mean when you 


oy ſay Jeſus Chriſt is the Son of God?“ 


Anſwer. When] ſay Jeſus Chriſt is the Son of 
God, I mean that he is the Son of God; under- 
ſtanding the word as commonly uſed amongſt 
men, and anſwering the idea of ſonſhip in its 
main reſpect, (vig.) derivation. & 


Oueſt. 2. Whether the frequent uſe of the 


Word Son, muſt not anſwer its common uſe 
„ amongſt men in ſome main reſpec, or it was 
. «« improperly uſed, being apt to deceiye us ?” 


Anſ. Yes. Queſt. 


1 
Oueſt. 3. Whether ſonſhip amongſt men 
40 Que 2 neceſſarily infer 15 We er 
« neſs of nature? if then Chriſt is ſaid to be the 
« Son of God, his own, proper, begorten, only 
« begotten Son, is he not proved by theſe 
terms, to be co-cſſential, or of the ſame nature, 
« ſybſtance,, or eſſence, with the Father?“ 
Anſ. This queſtion is nothing at all to the 
purpoſe, becauſe no ſimilies taken from human 
| generation can ever come up to the preſent caſe. 
1 Beſides, it is ſo far from doing your cauſe any 
ſervice, that it really militates againſt it; 
becauſe, if it proves any thing, it e 
too much. For thus would I argue azainſt your 
principle: fonſhip amongſt men neceſſarily in- 
fers and ſuppoſes that a ſon is a diſtinct be- 
ing from his father; from whence, by the 
terms, it unavoidably follows, that the Son of 
God is another being diſtin from God his fa- 
ther ; and this is keeping cloſe to the idea of 
ſonſhip in ſome main reſpect. | 
What you ſay of ſameneſs of nature is of am- 
J biguous ſignification. For if you mean by it (as 
your way of expreſſing and the following queſti- 
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' on ſeem to require) that the Father's nature and 
1 his Son's are individually the ſame, it is evident, 
to any one that can but tell his ten fingers, that 
this is literally untrue. On the other hand, if 
by ſameneſs of nature you underſtand a ſame- 
. neſs of kind only, this can never prove that the 
. Scn of God is of the ſame individual ſubſtance 


or eſſence with his Father, which is what you 
7 would conclude from it, any more than it proves 
12 that 


—— 9 
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that a ſon of man is of the ſame individual ſub- 
ſtagce or eſſence with his father; which can ne- 
ver be, becauſe they are certainly, notwithſtand- 
ing any ſuch relation, diſtinct Beings. 


Queſt. 4. Whether every ſon of man is not 


& truly and properly ſaid to be a Man, in as 
« ſtrict, proper, and high ſenſe of the word may, 
„ as his father, notwithſtanding paternal Au- 
* thority ?” * : 

Anſ. Ves: but then it is always to be re- 


member'd that he is another man; and therefore 


nothing can be concluded from hence in the pre- 
ſent cale. 


9weft. 5. * Whether Chriſt is not ſo the Son 


of God as to be God, having the ſame divine 


nature and attributes as are proper to the true 
* God only, notwithſtanding the paternity of 
« the Father? . 

An ſ. Chriſt is ſo the Son of God that he is 
God. but not the moſt high God; becauſe he 
has not the ſame divine nature and attributes as 


are proper to his Father, whom the Scripture 


emphatically ſtyles the only true God, the moſt 
high God, his God and Father, Sc. So that 
one is really a father, the other a ſon; the 
one is underived, the other derived; the one has 
a God. the other none; which, if I know any 
thing, are certainly not the ſame attributes. Bat 
to puſh this matter a little farther. 
The Son, you ſay, has the ſame divine na- 
ture and attributes as are proper to the true God 
: only, 
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M2 
only, notwithſtanding the paternity of the Fa- 
ther. In anſwer to this, J would ask you what 

ou mean by the terms Father and Son, as both 
applied to the lame being? You will it may be 
call this quibbling upon the word hing; bur, I 
aſſure y ou, whatever you may think of it, Ido 
not deſign it ſo, but in the ſincerity of my foul 


propoſe it as a real difficulty which I cannot get 


over. For that the ſame being is both derived 
and underived, or, if you had rather, begotten 
and unbegotten, appears to me a contradiction 
in terms. Since therefore you pretend that you 
can conceive this to be poſſible (for if you can- 
not conceive it to be poſſible, 1 am ſure it is im- 
poſſible for you to —— it) 1 beg you, for 
God's ſake, to help me out of this difficulty, 
which, at preſent,. is in my apprehenſion an in- 
vincible objection againſt your doctrine. But 
this is not all: I would ask you further, whether 
paternity, or, in other words, ro be the Father 
of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, is not an attribute and 


character of the only true God? and if it is, 


which I can hardly think you will deny, whe- 
ther or no if Chriſt be the only true God he is not 
allo his own God and Father, unleſs to be the 
God and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt belongs 
to ſomething diſtin from, and not, the only 
true God, which your notion of perſonality 
ſeems ro ſuppoſe 7 and laſtly, if paternity de- 
pends on, and belongs to ſomething diſtinct from 
the only true God, I defire you would be ſo kind 
as to let us know what is the foundation of this 


character, and alſo that you would help us in 


form- 
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forming ſome idea of it, which, for my own part, 


I am ſure without ſome aſliſtance I ſhall never be 


able to do. 
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Queſt. 6. When you fay as to his natures he 
is body and ſpirit, do you mean by ſpirit, a 
human, angelical, ſupra- angelical ſpirit, or a ſpi- 
rit eſſentially God? if a humane ſpirit or ſoul, 


had he any other? If he had no other he was 


a mere man, like unto us, having a human 


_— 


_— 


1 
N 


body and ſoul, and no more. The apoſtle I 


aſſures us that it was not an angelical ſpirit, | 


Heb. ii. 16. Scripture and reaſon give no ac 
count of any ſpirit above the angels, bur God, 
the true God. If this laſt is what you mean, I 
ask whether he had not a human ſpirit alſo ? If 


he had no human ſoul he was certainly not true 
man, having nothing of our nature but fleſh. 2 
If he had not ſomething more, or if he had 
not alſo the divine nature, he was not, is not 
God; and ſo was neither God nor man. To 


ſuch things will your principles lead you, |: 
whether you know it or not, even to believe | 
that he is a God without the nature of a God, 
and ſo muſt be an inferior one indeed: and a 
man without that which chiefly conſtitutes 


the man, his ſoul.” _ 


- 


An ſ. If it were not too rude and unmannerly, | 
1 might come off well enough here by ſaying, | 
with the writer of the letter, That a man of 
no ſenſe may ſoon ask queſtions that will 
puzzle and nonplus all the men of ſenſe upon} 
the earth.” But, as our cauſe doth not ns 
| uc 


1 
ſuch poor evaſions, we ſcorn to make uſe of 
them My anſwer then to theſe queſtions is as 
D | 

When I ſay that Chriſt, as to his nature, is 
body and ſpirit, I mean that that Being called in 
Scripture the Logos or Mord, did aſſume fleſh ; 
which Logos, I humbly conceive, is of a ſupra- 
angelical nature, tho not the ſupreme God. You 
are pleaſed to ſay indeed, that the Scripture 
gives no account of any ſupra- ange lical Being 
but the true God only ;” which, to borrow a 
phraſe from the letter, is but begging hard when 
you can't dig. For, that the Logos is above 
angels, is what no body doubts, and therefore 
needs not to be proved: but yet, that he is 
not the moſt high God, the only true God, c. 
is evident from a vaſt variety of texts, which ex- 
preſly diſtinguiſh him from the Father, to whom 
theſe glorious titles are peculiarly appropriated : 
which will be ſhewn more fully by and by. 

As to the queſtion, © Whether Chriſt had 
« any human ſoul ?” my anſwer is, That ſee- 
ing cannot find that the Bible lays any thing of 
a double ſpirit in Chriſt, I do not think my ſelf 
obliged to believe ſo ; becauſe it ſeews a contri 
diction to ſuppoſe that two diſtin ſubjects of 
underſtanding, will, and active power, can ever, 
by any means, be ſo united as ſo make but one 
perſon without the deſtruction of one or the o- 
ther. And here, by. the way, I would remark, 
that your ſcheme is guilty of introducing the 
greateſt uncertainty into all language, by ſaying 
lomerimes that three perſons are but one being ; 

gs at 
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at other times that three beings are but one per- 
ſon. To ſuch things will your principles lead you 
whether you know it or not. Tho, after all, 
if you can ſhew from ſcripture that Chriſt really 
had a double ſpirit, I promile you I will readily 
believe ir, notwithſtanding the difficulty there 
may be in conceiving it. 

You conclude this queſtion with a vain 
flouriſh, thus, If Chriſt had not an human 


* ſoul he could not be a man, and if he had 


* not alſo the divine nature he was not, is 
** not, God; and ſo was neither God, nor 
Aman. 3 | 
Now ſuppoſing I ſhould grant this to be true, 
underſtanding God in the higheſt ſenſe of the 
word, 1 do not fee any great inconvenience 
would follow ; becauſe, notwithſtanding this, 
he might be every way. qualified to execute the 
office of a Saviour and Redeemer. Nay, this 
ſuppoſition repreſents him a fitter perſon to act as 
a Mediator, becauſe he is here conſider'd as be- 
ing neither of a party with the offender nor of- 
fended: a matter of great importance, which 
you would do well to weigh. But, not to inſiſt 
on this, ſince you contend that if Chriſt had not 
a human ſoul he could not be a man, and if he 
had not alſo the divine nature he could not be 
God, I ſhall endeavour briefly to ſet this matter 
in a clear light. _ | Te 
When therefore you ſay, that if Chriſt had 
not a human ſoul he was not a man, I ſuppoſe 
you mean only, that if he had not ſuch a ſoul 
as we have, he was not ſuch a man as we are. 
: nd ah Now 
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Now I know no hereſy there is in denying that 
our Lord Chriſt was ſuch a man as you or I, be- 
cauſe it muſt be acknowledged on all hands, e- 
ven by thoſe of your principles, that he was not 
ſo a man as all the other deſcendents of Adam 
are; for all the other deſcendents of Adam 
have each but one ſubject of will, underſtanding, 
and active power, i. e. but one ſpirit; whereas 
your ſcheme 8 him to have been two ſuch 
ſubjects: which is much more different from the 
common notion of manhood, and more effectu- 
ally deſtroys his humanity, than the ſuppoſition 
of a ſpirit vaſtly ſuperior to, and far above the 
ſize of a human foul, if I may ſo ſpeak, inform- 
ing and vitally united to his body. For that 
ſuch an embodied _ would be really and pro- 
perly a man is evident; becauſe our idea of man 
is nothing elſe but a being of ſuch a ſhape and 
form having a power of reaſoning. For if no- 
thing could be a man but a body united to a 
ſpirit of juſt ſuch a capacity, unleſs we knew 
the preciſe limits and boundaries of that capa- 
city, we ſhould never be able to diſtinguiſh — 
tween what is, and what is not a man; becauſe, 
on this ſuppoſition, the ſtandard of humanity 
would be ſomething we know not what. But com- 
mon experience confirms the definition given a- 
bove. For, as on the one hand, we never ſcruple 
to call an idiot a man, or a changeling a man, 


and they are undoubtedly men, tho for any 


thing that appears, their ſouls may be of the 
brutal kind; ſo on the other, if any mere ani- 


mal had a pawer of * and could diſcourſe 
"hh 


_ 


wonderful perſon who is ſo great an honour 


any body. See his Eſay, p. 284. ov edit. 


ſufficient in the preſent caſe. 


ſpirit embodied is by nature more or leſs 


no ſoul ( which yet J do not abſolutely. 
ny.) but rhe divine Logos united vitally. to 
body, and agent and patient in it as our ſouls 


in gur bodies. Which Logos, I conceive, upon 


intelligently and philoſophically, yet ſince he 
wanted the form and ſhape of a man, we ſhould 
not call, or account him any thing more than a 
mere animal. And this 1 ſhews, that 
the human ſhape is the principal idea ſignified by 
the ſound man. Which was the opinion of that 


to 


his country, Mr. Locke, whom I dare ſay you 
will allow to be as good a judge in ſuch a caſe as 


But as great a man as Mr, Locke was, I have 
better authority to ſupport me than his, and that 
is the Bible; which always calls that a man 
which had the ſhape and form of a man, with- 
out regarding its phyſical nature at all. Thus 
the angels that appeared to Abraham and Lot, 
are ſaid co be men; and the angel that wreſtled 
with Jacub was a man; and ſo alſo the angel 
that ſat at the ſepulchre i is called a man by one, 
at leaſt, ofthe evangeliſts. Many more inſtances 
of the like kind may be produced; but theſe are 


And now, from what has been ſaid, I con- 
clude, that any ſpirit united to a human body, is 
by ſuch union truly and properly a man; tho a 
man of more or leſs exalted capacity, as the 


ER - 


eur. And accordingly I do. believe Jeſus 
Cbriſt to have been a man, even tho he had 


de- 
his 


are 


the 


3 6440. | 
the account of ſuch union to a human body, 
may very juſtly be called a human foul. No- 


thing now remains under this queſtion, but to 
enquire, _ PO ESL A 
Whether, if Chriſt had not the divine nature, 
he is, or can be, God in any ſenſe of the word 
God. In order to anſwer this queſtion, it is ne- 
ceſſary to oblerve, that the word God is a re- 
lative term, and always implies dominion and 
authority, and harh a reference to ſervants; and 
deity [or the notion of godhead] is the govern- 
ment and dominion of that being whom we call 
God over ſervants, Sc. See Sir I/ Newton's. 
philoſ. nat. pincip. Amſtel. 1714. Pag. 482. 
where you will find a great deal to this purpoſe. 
But I ſhall have occaſion to ſpeak more of this 
by and by, and therefore I ſhall only add here, 
that ſince godhead is a relative term, our Lord 
Chriſt may very truly be ſaid to be God, ſince 
he hath a throne, and dominion, and worſhip 
aſcribed to him in ſcriprure. 
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Que ſt. 7. Whether the ſaying as to his na- 
& tures he is body and ſpirit, is not the ſame as 
to ſay, he is a creature, a mere creature only ? 
Anſw. No: For upon your own ſcheme you 
muſt ſay that he is body and ſpirit, and yet you 
would take. it very ill if we ſhould from thence 
infer, that you believe him to be a creature, a 
mere creature ouly.  _ 2 
Queſt. 8. Whether he [Chriſt] could have 
0 undertaken and executed the offices you men- 
*« tion, in the way the ſcriptures ſay he has 


G 2 « done 
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* done and does, had he not been abſolutely 
_ ** infinite in all perfections? For not to men- 
tion His ſatisfaction and merit as a prieſt, 
* which are directly overthrown by ariani ſin 
and the mew ſcheme; could he have borne 
the weight of the government of the whole 
* world, without infinite power? Could he 
have order'd all things without infinite wiſ- 
* dom? Could he ſee and know all the circum- 
* ſtances, neceſſities and wants of his people, 
*in all places? Could he hear and anſwer their 
*«« prayers and ſupplications from all quarters? 
„Could he know and accept the praiſes of his | 
church in heaven and earth, without ablolute | 
* omnipreſence and omniſcience? Can he be the 
judge of angels and men without perfections 
e abſolutely infinite? Could he be a quickening |} 
„ head to all believers, or could all fulnels : 
„ dwell in him, if he were not all- ſufficient? 
« If he is infinitely powerful, wiſe, Sc. is he 

not God ſupreme ? Es; 
An ſo. To all theſe queſtions, I anſwer Ves; 
becauſe I make no doubt but his God and Father 
could and did qualify him for the execution of 
all theſe offices: ſo that for any thing here ſaid, | 
he may not be independent of the Father Ci. e. in | 
the abſolute ſenſe] infinirely wiſe, powerful, 
Sc. and ſo not the ſupreme God as his Father 

molt certainly is. | 
We are now got thro' your queſtions which 
have been all anſwer d fairly and diſtintly ; but 
I find we do not know what we have loſt by the 
queriſt's not ſpeaking out: for then, it ſeems, 
N we 
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we ſhould haye had more of the like importance; 
I am ſorry that you ſhould be hinder'd from 
ſhewing your skill in catechizing by any fault of 

the queriſt's; but yet I muſt ſay, that unleſs. 
they were to have been of more importance 
than any of thoſe which we have examin'd, I 
am very well contented that theſe ſhould ſuffice ; 
for I think we have had trifling enough already. 
But I proceed now to the queries which you pro- 
miſe to anſwer diſtinctly one by one: Let us 
therefore now ſee whether you are as good as 
your word. e ee 


Query 1. Whether by Father, Son and Holy 
* Ghoſt we are not to underſtand diſtin agents, 
or elſe the ſame perſon ſends and is ſent, makes, 
and at the fame time receives the atonement, 
and is the mediator, and that to whom the 
«« mediation is made; than which, a greater 


e difficulty, either to common ſenſe, or the 
* ſcripture, cannot be conceived ; and whether 
three diſtin agents, are not three diſtin 
* beings ? . | 


In anſwer to this query, you ſay, That the 
ſcriptures aſſure us that God is one; and that 
the names, titles, attributes, works and wor- 
* ſhip due to the one God, are not, cannot be 
* aſcribed to any but the one true God; and yet 
the ſame eſſential names and titles, the ſame 
attributes, works and worſhip, are in the 
** ſame icriptures aſcribed ro three, Sc. we 

therefore are compell'd to believe them to be 
** the one true Gl. | 


To 
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To this I reply, that it is very true, that the 
.Tetiptures: aſſure us that God is one; and alfo, 
that the. names, titles, attributes, works and 
- worſhip. due to the one God, are not, cannot be 

- 1 aſcribed to any but the one true God; but then 
I abſolutely deny that the ſame eſſential names 
and titles, Sc. are by the ſame {ſcriptures aſcri- 
bed to three. Since thereſore your whole argu- 
ment depends upon the truth of this aſſertion, I 
hope you will take care to ſupport it better, be- 
fore you pretend again to draw any concluſions 
from it. For in this performance you content 
your ſelf with affirming that it is ſo, without ever 
attempting to prove it, which does not indeed 
ſeem to be your way. And here I cannot for- 
bear remarking, that the whole of this para- 
graph looks as if it had been compoſed for the 
. pulpit, where too often any thing goes down, and 
the preacher's ipſe dixit alone is. ſufficient to 
confute a thouſand arguments. But, dear ſir. 

J deſire you would remember that you are now 
talking to people that won't take your ſay-fo 
for proof, but expect that whenever you father 
any thing on the bible, you ſhould bring a thus 
faith the Lord for your voucher. This is a very 
reaſonable — in the preſent caſe, becauſe 
you cannot but know that we deny that the 
1cripture ſays any ſuch thing. Nay fo far from 

it, that we are perſuaded that there is always a 
very great difference in the titles, attributes, 
works and worſhip aſcribed to the three. And 
here, tho it lies on you to prove the affirma- 
tive, I ſhall recite a few paſſages, wherein it is 
evident 
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evident that there is ſuch a difference made as 

we.contend for. Which I hope you will take as 

a fayour which you are not always to expect. To 

— TT *-..5: 157 „„ 
7 Src find it ſaid of the Father, that he is 
the moſt high God, the only true God, the only 
wiſe God, the only potentate, who only hath im- 
mortality, the only Lord God, the one God, &c. 
we think that we have very great reaſon to be- 
lieye that theſe high epithers are appropriated to 
him alone. For ſuppoſing the word perſon to 
ſignify whatever you pleaſe, if all other perſons 
bur the Father, are not excluded from having 
any right to theſe titles by the term only, why 
then there is no meaning in words, but any thing 
may be affirm'd of any thing, and one might 
even deny that Jeſus Chriſt is the only begotten 
ſon of God; fince we have no greater ſecurity 
that he is the only begotten Son of God, than we 
have that the perſon ſtyled the Father is the on 
true God. But this will be beſt illuſtrated by 
the following inſtances. When it is ſaid, that 
King George is our only rightfal and lawful ſo- 
vereign, don't you and I, and all the world un- 
derſtand, that every other perſon is by this form 
of ſpeech deny'd to have any legal right to be 
our ſovereign ? So again; if I were to affirm, 
that Mr. 1 is the only author of the letter 
and anſwer, would not every body elle be here- 
by excluded from the honour of theſe perfor- 
mances ? In ſhort, if this way of ſpeaking is 
not excluſive, it will be impoſſible to find any 
other that is. F 


| 
L 


It 
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It will be in vain for you here to recur to 
your uſual diſtinction between being and per ſon, 
unleſs you can ſhew, which as yet you have not 
done, that they really ſignify different things. 
And certainly your calling each perſon a diſtiuct 
intelligent agent, as you do in the paragraph 
now under conſideration, can never help you 
out in this caſe; becauſe an intelligent agent, 


in the ſenſe of all mankind, who have no turn 


to ſerve by ſaying otherwiſe, is a being. 


And 


ſo conſequently two of the three intelligent 
agents, upon your own ſuppoſition, muſt be ex- 
cluded from having any right to the titles above- 

mentioned. Again, on the other hand, if you 
ſhould think fit to retract this, and ſay with 
your old friends the Sabellians, that by the three 
perſons are meant only three modes of exiſtence, 
neither would this do your doctrine any ſervice; 
becauſe it is evident that ſomething would be 
then affirmed of the ſame being in one mode of 
exiſtence, which in another mode of exiſtence 
he is deny'd to have any right to. The direct 
conſequence of which is, that God is not ab/6- 
lutely wiſe, nor abſolutely the only true God, 
Sc. but only relatively ſo; which alone is to 
me a ſufficient confutation of this way of talk- 
ing- Bur, leaſt this ſhould be called yain and 
carnal reaſoning, I would deſire you to conſider 


further 3 


That in ſeveral of the places above recited, 
and many more which might be referr'd to, theſe 
titles are aſcribed to the father in expreſs con- 
traqiſtinction to the ſon. Thus, to give a few 
| = inſtances, 


paſſage more, which is that in Heb. i. 8, 9. 
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inſtances, John 17. v. 1—3. Father ——this is 
life eternal, that they math know thee, the only 


true God; and Jeſus Chriſt hem thou haſt ſent. 
Now nothing can be more plain, than that in _ 


this place, Fe/#s Chriſt, the perſon ſent, is 
diſtinguiſh'd from the Father the lender, of whom 
it is affirm'd, that he is the only true God. So 
again, Rom. xvi. V. 27. To God only-wiſe be 


glory, thro Jeſus Chriſt, Where it is evident, 


that the only wiſe God to whom glory ixgiven. 
is ſomething different from 7e/is Chri/?, thro” 


whom it is given. In like manner it is faid, 


1 Cor. viii. 6. To us there 2s one God, the Father, 
of whom are all things, and one Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, by whom are all things. And to the 
ſame purpoſe, 542 iv. 4. 5, 6. — One Spi- 
rit———ore Lore one God and Father of all, 
who is above all. In both which texts there is 
as manifeſt a diſtinction between the one God 
the Father, and the one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, as 
words can make. To theſe I ſhall add but one 


O God God even thy God hath anointed 
thee, &c. Where it is evident to demonſtra- 
tion, that there is not only ſuch a diſtinction as 
I am pleading for ; but alſo, that the Son, even 
in his higheſt capacity, as God, is fo God as to 
haye a God aboye him. For more texts of the 
like nature I refer you to Dr. Clark's Scriprure- 
Doctrine, Chap. 1. Sect. 1, 2, 3. which, tho you 
may account it otherwiſe a bad book, is certaia- 
ly very uſeful to you as well as us, ſince it con- 

nt A . 
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tains the moſt complete collection of all the paſ- 
ſages of ſcripture relating to this controyerſy. 
And now, having taken notice of ſome few 
titles which are moſt certainly appropriated to 
the perſon of the Father, let us turn the tables, 
and ſee if we cannot find ſeveral things ſaid of 
the Son, which muſt be confined in like manner 
to him alone. And here Jam got into a large 
field; wherefore, as before, I ſhall only ſingle 
out three or four inſtances from the many which 
might be produced. = 5 
Accordingly we find it is ſaid of Jeſus Chriſt, 
that he is the Son of the living God, that he 
was begotten, that he was ſent by the Father, 
that all power is given him, that he has a God, 
&c. Theſe titles, it is very likely, you will allow 
muſt be underſtood of, and can be apply'd to no 
other perſon but the Son alone: but then, you 


think to come off by flying to your old ſubter- 


flüge, and quibbling on the words Perſon, Eſſence, 


Being, Sc. which will not at all help you in 


the preſent caſe. For the queſtion here is not 
whether the one God is three perfons, but whe- 


therthe very ſame names, titles, attributes, works, 


and worſhip, are by the ſcriptures aſcribed to all 
the three, as you aſſert. In anſwer to which, I 
have ſhewn by the firſt ſer of proofs, that the 
peculiar characterizing titles of the ſupreme God, 
are apply d to one perſon, the Father only; and 


by the ſecond, that there are ſome things ſaid of 


the Son, which muſt be confined to him alone, 
and are not, cannot be affirmed of the only true 
God. And now I would appeal to any unpre- 


judiced 
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judiced perſon, whether you had reaſon to ſay 
that the ſame names, titles, Sc. which are due 
to none but the true God, are aſcribed to three, 
and whether all the ſcriptures recited, can with 
any conſiſtency be underſtood as ſpoken of one 
being only? Let us therefore now proceed. 

A little lower you tell us, that the three per- 
ſons are —— Three diſtinct, intelligent a- 
<« gents, but undivided in ſubſtance or being: ſo 
« that three ſuch diſtin intelligent agents, are 
« not three diſtinct, ſeparate, or ſeparable beings, 
« but one being only.” This, I confels, is a di- 
rect anſwer to a very material part of the query; 
and if it were but as well proved as it is bold- 
ly ſaid, would entirely over-turn our principles 
and ruin our cauſe : but as you have not offered 
any one argument to ſupport it, we do not think 
our ſelves oblig'd to take your word, and quit 
our faith and religion, much leſs give up our 
* /efves to believe a ſcheme of inconſiſtencies 

contrary to common ſenſe and ſeripture, aud 
deſtructive of chriſtianity : To ſpeak in language 
which, I dare ſay, I need not ſcruple to call 
your own. But becauſe I do not care to copy 
after you, I ſhall endeayour to ſhew that this 
IS a very great miſtake ; for I cannot contenr 
my ſelf, as is your way, with only ſaying that 
it is o. 67 HD, By 

Buy an intelligent agent, I mean ſomethin 
that is the ſubject of underſtanding, will, and 
active powers; by diſtinct agents, diſtinct ſub- 
jects; and by three ſuch agents, three ſuch ſub- 
jets, And thus far J ſuppoſe we are agreed. 
| 2 


ä 


thing but a being can be ſuch a ſubject? Which | 


The queſtion therefore is, whether or no any 


is ſo very evident and clear, that 1 ſhould be a- 
tham'd to attempt to prove it. if your denial of it 
did not make it neceſſary. The argument I 
would offer is as follows : Every thing that doth 
exiſt is a being; but that which is the ſubject 
of underſtanding, will, and active powers, doth 
exiſt, becauſe nothing can never be the ſubject 
of ſomething; and therefore every ſubject of 
underſtanding. will, and active powers, is a be- 
ing. Again, if every ſubject of underſtanding, 
will, and active powers, is a being, then to be a 
being is neceſſary to every ſuch ſubject, becauſe 
it is abſolutely impoſſible that any thing ſhould 
be, and yet at the fame time want that which 
is eſſential to its being: bur that every ſubject | 
of underſtanding, will, and active powers, is a 
being, has been already proved, and therefore no- 
thing but a being can be ſuch a ſubject ; which 
is the thing I undertook to ſhew. £ 

To ſay then, as you do, that the one God. is 
three diſtin agents, is the ſame thing as to ſay, Þ 
that three beings are one being; which is abſurd, | 
and a contradiction in terms. For either by dil- | 
tinct agents here, you mean that each perſon is | 
really and properly a diſtinct ſubject of will, un- 
derſtanding, and active power, or elſe that they 
are only in an improper ſenſe and figuratively ſo. 
If the firſt be your meaning, ſince it has been 
proved above that nothing but a, being can be 
ſuch a ſubject, it unavoidably follows that each 
of theſe diſtinct agents is really and properly a 

__ diſtin 


— * 


whole party have kept to themſelves as a re 


EN 
diſtinct being: which to aſſert, is to deny the 
unity of God, and downright Tritheiſin. But 
this cannot be ſuppoſed oy what you intend 
by theſe words; which, therefore, I would chooſe 
to underſtand in the other ſenſe, if that would 
agree any better with your principles. But here 
doubt you are equally unhappy ; for if by 
the terms, perſon. and agent, you mean nothing 
more. than that they are improperly and figura- 
tively ſtiled ſo, this entirely over-turns the doc- 
trine of a Trinity, and makes the three per- 
ſons to be but one perſon only, which is errant 
Sabelliumi ſin. But as I know very well that you 
diſclaim, and declare againſt the principles of 
Sabellius, I do not pretend to fix this ſenſe upon 
your words, but would rather charitably ſuppoſe 


that you mean nothing by them; or elſe, which 


is very near a-kin to it, that your meaning is, 


you knaw not what. It may be you will call 


this a hard, ſaying, and cry out, w/o can bear 
it 2 and indeed. y 4 T hope you cuill not bear it, 
but ſhew the injuſtice of it, by ſpeaking out, and 
letting the world: know, what your ſentiments 
really are in this. matter, which hitherto 3 

erve. 
And here, if you do any thing to the purpoſe, 
you, muſt prove, that it is poſſible that there 
ſhould be a nedium between a being and no be- 
ing; which not. all the mes upon earth can do. 
even tho it really were /0. 

In ſhort, if you.can, produce any one inſtance 
in any author, ſacred or profane, polite or 
barbarous, out of the preſent queſtion, where 

| the 


. 


the words intelligent agent are uſed to ſignify 
any thing not a being, I am content to put 


the whole of this matter upon that iſſue, and 


will give up the cauſe. * | 

Your next paragraph is a very peculiar one, 
and nothing at all to the purpoſe. All that I 
can pick out of it is, that you would fain ſhift off 

the opponency, and put us upon proving the ne- 
gative; which is contrary to all the rules of 
diſputing, as any one that has but read ever fo 
little of logick knows. You begin very merrily 
thus: © The way to prove this impoſſible, is 


«© not by quibbling upon the words perſon, be- 


“ ing, God, which is endleſs and uſeleſs, ſeeing 
« you and we take them in different ſenſes.” 
Now conſidering that you call all our arguments 


of this kind quibbles, this is the ſame thing as if 


you had ſaid, that the way to prove this impoſſi- 
ble, is not to uſe any of the arguments that prove 
itſo; for this is endleſs and uſeleſs. If you think 
this an invidious way of repreſenting your words, 
I only deſire you to ſhew that it is fo, by proving 
that all our reaſonings from theſe terms are bur 


mere quibbles, (which as. yet you have only af- 


firmed) and I am content that they ſhould bear 
the odious name; for IJ aſſure you whenever 
that ſhall be done, a great part of my difficulties 
will be cleared up, and I ſhall never more truſt 
to ſuch broken reeds, ſuch rotten ſupporters of 
a bad cauſe, but for ever renounce both it and 
them. I am therefore, I muſt confeſs, entirely 
of your mind, that quibbling -upon the words 
_ perſon, being, God and the like, is endleſs and 


uſeleſs 1 


C de 


uſeleſs ; but then I doubt we ſhall not agree ſo 


well as to the quibblers. And ſince I find that 


you make no ſcruple to caſt this reflection ſeve- 
ral times on us, I ſhall now recriminate by re- 
rorting the ſame charge on you; and let the im- 
partial world judge who is moſt guilty : whe- 
ther we, who always uſe theſe terms in the ſame 
plain, uniform ſenſe; or you who never ule them 
in any determinate ſenſe at all, but make them 


ſtand for names, or modes, or minds, or ſpi- 


rits, or agents, Sc. as beſt ſerves the preſent 
purpoſe. But, after all, if I may be allow d to 


{ judge of your abilities by your performance, I 


can't help thinking that the true reaſon why you 
do not like our arguments drawn from the ideas 
of perſon and being, is only this ſhort one, 7hat 
you cannot anſwer them. 

And now, having tied up our arms as you 
imagine, like a true coward, you advance very 
courageouſly, and throw out your flag of de- 
fiance. Your challenge runs thus: © But let 
« your whole party prove if they can, that it is 


| ©. impoſſible that there ſhould be three ſuch diſ- 


« tinctions in the divine nature, as to be a ſuffi- 
« cient foundation of aſcribing all the characters 
« and actions to the three particularly, which 


« theſcripture doth.” This is a cop d' eclat in- 
deed | Now you are ſafely intrench'd ! and from 


this inchanted fort, may ſecurely defy not only 
our party, but all the men upon earth, as you 


do a little lower; for as nonſenſe is neither true 


nor falſe, ſo it can neither be proved nor dif- 
proved. Burt to be ſerious : let this propoſition 
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could be revealed to us, are not aſcribed to all 
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be ſuppoſed to ſignify what it will, it dath not 
affect us at all; for it is not our buſineſs to 
prove your doctrine impoſſible, but yours to 
make appear that it is true. I ſhall therefore 
take no further notice of any thing in this para- 
graph, ſince it is all to the ſame purpoſe, and 
as been already ſufficiently reply'd to in the 
foregoing part of my vindication of-this query ; 
which muſt certainly ſtand good, till ſome other 
explication of the word Per/o» can be given 
than the world has hitherto been bleſſed with. 
I proceed now to your queſtions. 8 8 
Queſt. 1. Whether any ſober man, who has 


& ſearched the ſcriptures in the fear of God, 
“ with that temper of mind which is neceſſary, 
“ and diligent fervent prayer to God for aſſiſt- 
« ance, can ſay that the ſame eſſential names 
« and titles, the fame attributes, works, and 
« worſhip, which are proper to the one true 
& God, and by which only the one true God 


& the three ? whether they are not then the one 
« true God? or, in other words, whether he 
& can ſay that the received doctrine of the Tri- 
& nity is not ſo ſufficiently revealed in the bible, 
& as that it would be univerfally believ'd to be 
the ſcripture-doctrine, were it not for the dif-. 
« ficulty of apprehending it? The only reaſon 
« of which is its inconceivable nature; and 
«© becauſe there is not any thing in the creation 
* known to us, that clearly repreſents either this 
6 union or diſtinction.“ N 
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An ſew. This is an extraordinary ſort of a queſ- 
tion; and the beſt anſwer that can be given it is 
to deny it. I ſhall therefore content my ſelf 
with directly unſaying it. And, accordingly, I 
do affirm, that [I have reaſon to believe] there 
are ſome perſons, who have ſearched the ſerip- 
tures with all thoſe requiſite qualifications you 


| ſpeak of, who can [traly and with a good con- 


ſcience] ſay, that the ſame eſſential names, Gc. 
by which only the one true God could be re- 
vealed; are not [as they can find] in the bible 
aſcribed to three. Nay, ſo far are they from ſee- 
ing any thing like it, that on the contrary they 
are verily perſuaded that the receiv'd doctrine has 
no foundation in the bible; but that ſomethi 


quite different from it is ſo clearly taught there, 


that if men were not biaſs d by the prejudices 
of education and the fear of popular reproach, it 
would in a little time be almoſt univerſally re- 
nn; | 1 

And now, having given a direct anſwer to 
this queſtion, I cannot forbear making one re- 
mark on it; which is this, That there is a ſtrange 
tincture of ſelf-conceit and ſpiritual pride runs 
thro' the whole of it; for it is evident that the 
author, whoever he is, confines all the valuable 
qualifications in the queſtion to himſelf and his 
own party, by inſinuating, that no man ſo qua- 
lified can deny his doctrine. Which exactly tal - 
lies with that conceited boaſt, Stand of, for I 
am more holy than thou; from whence this way 
of talking ſeems to be copied. 


- Oueſt, 
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Queſt. 2. Whether God doth not know 
« himſelf better than we? Whether we may 
« not ſafely, and muſt not firmly believe what 
c& he propoſes to us of himſelf, as the object of 
« our faith, however incomprehenſible ? Whe- 
« ther any objections againſt revealed truths can 


& excuſe us from believing them, when we can ; 


« ſhew them to be revealed? eſpecially, if rhe 

« oObjections never reach the true caſe.” | 
Anſw. To the two firſt of theſe queſtions I 

anſwer in the affirmative; to the laſt in the ne- 


gative. But then, Iobſerve that it is intolerable 


trifling, or ſomething worſe, to put ſuch queſ- 
tions to . x 

Que ſt. 3. Whether it is not impious pre- 
« {ſumption to i to anſwer Zophar”s queſ- 
« tion, Job xi. 7. and too much boldneſs to pre- 
“ ſume to tell us what can, or cannot be predi- 
« cated of the Deity ; or, 'as we think, whether 
« jt is not blaſphemy, confidently to deny with 
« ſeveral aggravations what is true of any of the 
& divine perſons, or what God ſays of himſelf, 
«© merely becauſe a dark, limited, depraved 
« mind can have no imagination in a caſe where 
« imagination has nothing to do?“ 

Anſ. 1 allow that it is moſt impious preſump- 
tion in any one to pretend to anſwer Zophar's 
queſtion. Finite minds, Igrant, cannot compre- 
hend that which is infinite. But what then? 
Doth it at all follow, that, becauſe we cannot 
know God perfectly, we do not know any thing 
of him? Certainly you will not ſay ſo; for if 
this ſnould be true, then are you equally in- 


volved 


\ 
oy 


(wy 


yolyed in this terrible charge with us, ſince you 


pretend to tell, with great poſitiveneſs, What 


can be predicated of the Deity. In ſhort, if this 
queſtion is any thing to the purpoſe it is wicked- 
ly deſign'd to ſuggeſt, that we are guilty of arro-— 


gance and blaſphemy, by confidently deny ing 
what is true of ſome of the divine perſons ; 
that is, as you explain it, what God ſays of 


himſelf; merely becauſe dark, limited, depraved 
Minds can have no imagination in a caſe where 
imagination has nothing to do: A charge moſt 
abominably falſe, ſince we deteſt any thing of 
that kind as much as you. But I need ſay no- 
thing more as to this matter; becauſe I make no 
doubt but that all ſober men, even on your ſide 
of the queſtion, will look upon this as a moſt 


unrighteous ſlander. 


Thus I have conſider'd all that you offer in 


anſwer to this query, which ftands good, not- 
withſtanding any thing you have ſaid againſt 
it: And, I think, I may alſo add, proved the 


impoſſibility of your Scheme, till you can ſteer 
between Scy/la and Charybdis; that is, explain 
the word per ſon, ſo as to keep clear of both 
Sabellianiſm and Tritheiſm. I now go on to 
the ſecond query. 

Query 2. Whether the Son doth not, in 
his whole perſon, tranſact all as ſent by God 


the Father, and as referring all to his glory? 


Can the ſupreme God act to the glory of an- 
* other, and be mediator to another?“ 

Your talk here, is altogether as unintelligible 
as your faith ; and after the moſt careful peruſal, 


i 1 


T can make no more of one, than other. For 
what you mean by equal in nature, ſecond in 
order, Father, Son, and the like, as all applied 
to the ſame being, is what 1 ſhall never be able 
to gueſs, without the help of a new theological } 
dictionary; which, as you ſeem to be well ver⸗ 
ſed in thoſe matters, you would do well to ob- | 
lige the world with. But, having premiſed this 
general account, let us now examine your an- 
wer to this query more particularly. > 
The Son, you ſay, in his whole perſon, is 
© mediator, was ſent by God the Father; re- 
*© ferred all to the glory of the Deity, or of 
the Father ſuſtaining the majeſty of the whole. 
And, afterwards, the ſupreme God did 
not act, cannot act to the glory of another 
God — but one divine perſon who is [the | 
ſupreme] God, acted for the glory of another 
«« perſon [who is alſo the ſupreme God] ſuſ- 
* taining, in the ceconomy of redemption, the 
«« rights of all the three perſons in the deity, Þ 
% and that is as well.“ As well! this is ſome- F 
what unlucky ; for if I ſhould ask you what you 
mean by it, I dare ſay, you either cannot or 
will not tell. But, as I take this to be a lip, | 
owing wholly to inadvertency, I ſcorn to inſult ; | 
for I cannot think that you would wilfully ſay, | 
eſpecially juſt after you had affirm'd the contrary, | 
that it is fit or congruous that the ſupreme God | 
ſhould act to the glory of another God; which 
yet this phraſe plainly implies. But to go on in | 
order. | nee: . q 
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When I firſt read over the paſſages above 
tranſcribed, which is all that you ſay in anſwer 
to this query, I could not help thinking, that it 
is very unhappy for you that affirming and pro- 
ving are not the ſame thing; for certainly, if 
they were, you would be one of the ſhrewdeſt 
diſputants that has been known: but, as they 
are not, I defy any man upon earth to find an 


L thing to the purpole in this anſwer, For the 


deſign of this, and all the other queries, was not 
only to call upon you to tell us your creed, bur 


3 alſo (which was indeed the thing principally 
aimed at) to prove it: we never once doubted 


but that every body of your principles would 
ſay, that the Son in his whole perſon is mediator, 
Sc. but then the difficulty with us, was to make 
ſenſe of thoſe propoſitions as they ſtand in your 
Scheme. For if the ſon is the ſame being with 


the Father, we cannot conceive how he can be 
ſuppoſed to mediate to him, or, more properly, 


to intercede with him, becauſe that manifeſt] 

carries in it the abſurdity of making the ſame 
being mediate to it ſelf. Neither will your 
three diſtinctions at all mend the matter; for, if 
they are but diſtinctions, and not really different 
beings, it will be impoſſible, as we think, to 
ſnew that any mere diſtinction can alone be a 
ſufficient foundation for offices and characters of 
theſe kinds. Tho, after all, if a diſtinction alone 
uch offices and cha- 


rafters, we imagine that you would be equally 
puzzled to prove that there could be any need 


of it at all: Becauſe, notwithſtanding theſe 


diſtinc. 


| - c a 


diſtinctions, if the being remains ſtill one and 


the ſame, when it is ſo favourably diſpoſed to 
the offender as to mediate, or intercede for his 

rdon; it muſt, at the ſame time, be as much 
diſpoſed to grant him a pardon, as it can be to 
intercede for it: which denies the neceſſity of 


any mediation at all. And what is here ſaid of 1 


mediation, may be as well applied to ſatisfaction ; 
fince, upon your principles, it is {till the ſame 
being that ſatisfies, and is ſatisfied. © But inſtead 
of touching upon any of thele difficulties, and 
endeavouring to clear your ſcheme from its em- 
baraſſments, as we expected, you content your 
ſelf with giving us a confeſſion of your faith, 
that being the more eaſy task of the two. 

But tho you have not offered any thing in 
confirmation of the doctrine here advanced, yet 
you endeavour to explain it a little more parti- 
cularly in the paſſage above recited, which will 
therefore deſerve now to be conſidered. Your 
words are theſe: The ſupreme God does not 
« act to the glory of another God but one 
divine perſon, to the glory of another per- 
„ ſon, Sc.“ as before. But neither will this 


explication do your caule any ſervice ; for by 


divine perſons, you mean either real, or figura- 
tive perſons. If the firſt, ſince you have before 
rold us, that by this word you underſtand an 
intelligent agent, this is coming over to us, and 
© . aying as we do, that one being acts in the name, 


and refers all to the glory of another being; 
for it has been already proved, that every agent | 


is a being. But if the laſt, the figurative ſenſe, 
| is | 


1 
is what you intend, and would ſignify by a di- 
vine perlon; then are the 1 of rhe 
bleſſed three deſtroyed, and Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt are nothing more than three diſtincti- 
ons, or different modes of the ſame being : and 
what conſiſtency or propriety there may be in 
ſaying, that one diſtinction or mode of exiſtence, 
refers all that it doth to the glory of another 
diſtinction or mode of exiſtence, I leave you to 
conſider. But, not to inſiſt any longer on this 
matter, the words now before us ſeem to me 
to give up the point in debate to the queriſt. 
For, tho you ſay that the ſupreme God cannot 
act to the glory of another God; yet, if he can, 


and doth act to the glory of another thing, the 


caſe is entirely the fame. Now, ſince you al- 
ways pretend to uſe the word per ſon, not as a 
mere bund only, but to ſignify ſomething really 
exiſting and diſtinct in the Deity, it is evident 
that you make the ſupreme God act to the glory 
of that thing, whatever it is, which is ſo dif- 
tinguiſhed, when you tell us that one perſon, 
who is the ſupreme God, acts to the glory of 
another perſon. And this is all that was meant 
by, or at leaſt enough to juſtify that clauſe of 


the query, which the words laſt recited are de- 
ſigned as an anſwer to. ; 


— 
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Bur before we leave this head, it is worth ob- 
ſerving that you allow, That the Son refers 
all to the glory of the —Father, as ſuſtain- 
ing the majeſty of the whole Deity.” This I take 
to be a very unlucky conceſſion for you. For 
if the Son refers all to the glory of the F _ 

et 
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ler his nature and eſſence be what it will, it can 
be no harm for us to do ſo too. And if the per- 
fon of the Father in the conomy of redempti- 
on ſuſtain'd the majeſty of the whole Deity, cer- 
tainly we do well in aſcribing this honour to 
him alone in the oeconomy of worſhip, by ter- 
minating all our worſhip ultimately in him, ex- 
cluſive of the Son; who cannot in the preſent | 
ſtate of things, and as related to us, have any | 
right to ſuch ſupreme worſhip, ſince he ſuſtains 
an inferior character, and acts in an inferior of- 
fice. For ſuppoſing he had by nature a right to 
ſuch ſupreme or terminative worſhip, yet, ſince 
you own that he has voluntarily condeſcended to 
ſtand in another relation to. us, I think it evident- F 
Iy follows, that thereby he has voluntarily re- 
ceded from that right. Tho, after all, I muſt Þ 
own that I underſtand not what you mean by 
a neceſſary beings voluntarily condeſcending to 
become. ſomething different from what it is by 
neceſſity. And thus, Sir, I am apt to fancy that 
I have proved that we are right in practice, how- Þ | 
ever miſtaken in theory, when with St. Paul 
we confeſs that 7eſus Chriſt is Lord to the glory, 
of God the Father. Let us now proceed to your |} * 
queſtions. J © 
©weſt. 1. ** Whether it is not injurious tri-- 
*« fling to ſuppoſe us to ſay that the ſupreme Gd. 
acts to the glory of another God, or is me- 
*« diator to another God, when we believe that 
the divine perſons are one God, and that there 
is not another God, but one only &” = 
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 Anfw. This query was not deſiga'd to repre- 
ſent you as ſaying any ſuch thing, neither doth 
it in any fort do ſo, as was ſhewn above. So 
that the injurious trifling which you charge up- 
on it, is nothing but a wild imagination of your 
own. All that was intended by it was to point 
out a difficulty which the queriſt apprehended 
would riſe upon your principles, which there- 
fore he defired you would explain ſo as to keep 
clear of ; and as you have not done it, I ſhall 
take the liberty to leave it with you ſtill as a de- 
ſideratum. For as, on the one hand, we can 
have no notion how one perſon, who is the ſu- 
preme God, can refer all to the glory of ano- 
ther perſon who is alſo the ſupreme God, unleſs 
they are two Gods; ſo on the other, if the 
are both the ſame God, we are afraid that this 
caſts the vileſt reflection on the bleſſed Jeſus, 
by making him quibble and equivocate, when 
he ſays I /eek not my own glory; which, as low 
and mean as you ſay we.make him, is an im- 


- © putation that we abhor the very thought of. 
4 _92neft. 2. Whether a ſupreme God doth not 
y [4 © infer one or more inferiour Gods? Whether 


cc 


a ſupreme and an inferiour God do not make 
two Gods, for ſurely one and one make two? 
If then the Father be the ſupreme God, and 
„ the Son a God, a true God, are there not 
two divided true Gods, one ſupreme and an- 
other inferiour ? What blaſphemons contra- 
s ditions are here ſtatin? us in the face? Is 
not this heatheniſh language a bringing in 
the pagan Rn" Gods and ry 
into 


cc 


cc 


* into the chriſtian religion? Doth not ſcri 


% ture, reaſon, and the whole church of Chriſt 
«© abhor this? | 
Anſw. To this I reply, that the God and 
Father of our Lord 7e/as Chriſt is the only true 
God, but yet that the Son, who is the bright- | 
neſs of his glory, and expreſs image of his tube | 
ſtance, who has all power given him in heaven 
and in earth, and a throne and dominion aſcri- 
bed to him, who was in the beginning with God, 
and who alſo was God, may upon theſe ac- 
counts be truly ſaid to be God, I very freely 
own. But what then? doth it from thence fol- 
low that there are two neceſſarily exiſting be- 
ings, as the only true God moſt certainly is? 
not at all as I can fee. But to ſhew the ſillineſs 
of this way of talking, I need only invert the 
queſtion thus. If the Father is the ſupreme God, 
and the Son is the ſupreme God, and the Holy 
Ghoſt is the ſupreme God, does not this make 
three Gods ? for ſurely one, and one, and one 


make three. If then the Father and the Son 


are really diſtin agents, each poſſeſs'd of all 
poſſible e e let their union be as cloſe 
as you pleaſe, are they not for all any ſuch uni- 
on two true Gods ? what blaſphemous contra- 
ditions are here ſtaring us in the face? but I 
muſt end with an Sc. for I am weary of ſuch 
rrifling. Let us therefore go on to the next 


Query. „ 
| We, 3. When you worſhip the whole 


rinity, who is your mediator to the one 
« God ? have you at that time any other but 
„the 


Son, and Holy Gho 


Av, 

* the man Chriſt Jeſus ? and does not the me- 
diation of Chriſt depend upon the virtue and 
« acceptableneſs of his ſacrifice, who is the me- 
« diator ? and is it not upon that account that 
« he is able to recommend us to God? when 
« therefore you worſhip the one God, Father, 
it, thro' whom do you 

« worſhip, and by whoſe influence do you go 


i to God, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt? 


Here you tell us, that you ſee no inconve- 


nience in ſaying, that the man CHriſi Je ſuis is the 


one Mediator to the ove God. I am lorry that 
you who are ſo eagle- ey d to 15 out other peo 
ples faults, ſhould be ſo ſhort- ſighted as to your 
own. By this one may ſee that orthodoxy can 
excuſe any thing. For if any of us had but ſaid 
half ſo much, we ſhould have been preſently 
cry'd out againſt, and blaſphemy and every thing 
that is bad would haye been charged upon us. 
But why you ſhould not ſee any inconvenience 
in this, is what I cannot, for my life, imagine ; 
ſince it muſt be evident to every body, who 
knows any thing of theſe matters, that this is 
a very material part, and principal article of the 
hereſy taught by Fauſtus Socinus, which (if 1 
don't miſtake my man) you have very often and 
vehemently condemned, ay, and anathematized 
too in the pulpit. I do not know, indeed, but 
you may think that you have left your ſelf a 
ſufficient hole to eſcape at, by explaining that 
ambiguous phraſe, the man Chriſt Feſus, ſo as 
to ſignify the whole perſon of Chriſt, z. e. the 
Gad-man ; but I believe this will hardly do, be- 
as K 2 cauſe 
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cauſe it is plain from the form of ſpeech which 
you uſe, that you allow the objection its full 
force; which entirely cuts off all hopes of relief 
that way. But I ſee I might have ſpared my {elf 
the trouble of fixing your meanings, for I find 
you take care, a little lower, to inform us, that 
you are not guilty of ſo much modeſty as to be 
aſhamed to ſpeak out: accordingly you proceed 
very couragiouſly thus; 

The divine nature, which is the ſame in each 
perſon of the Trinity, is the proper formal ob- 
ject of divine worſhip ; wherefore no one di- 
vine perſon can be worſhipped excluſive of the 
other two, This it ten be own'd is a very 
great diſcovery. For if the divine nature is the 
lame in each divine perſon, 7z. e. if all the three 

erſons have but one common divine nature, 
why then to be ſure no one of theſe perſons can 
be Worſhipped excluſive of the other two, be- 
cauſe whenever the divine nature is worſhipped, 
the divine nature is worſhipped. But this may 
be ſet in a juſter light thus: If the divine nature 
is the fame in each of the three ſomeuhatos, which 
you call perſons, then theſe /emewhats are not 
really and properly diſtinct perſons at all, be- 
caule it is abſolutely inconceivable that any thing 
ſhould be a diſtinct perſon that has not a diſtin 
nature belonging to it; bur the divine nature is 
the fame in Iz. . is common to] each of theſe 
ſomewhats, therefore theſe /omzewhars are not 
really and properly three diſtin perſons, but 
one perſon only, even as the nature on which 
the perſonality depends is but one nature * 
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And conſequently, whatever theſe ſomew hats are 
elſe, ſeeing they are really and properly but one 

erſon, whenever this one perſon is worſhipped, 
theſe ſomewhats are not, cannot be excluded. 
I have been the more particular here, becauſe I 
apprehend, that to aſſert that the three perſons 
have but one common divine nature, deſtroys 
the real perſonalities of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, and leaves us a Trinity of names 
only. If you think I am miſtaken, only be ſo 
kind as to prove that any thing may be a diſtinct 
perſon that has not a diſtinct nature, and I 
will give up the cauſe. But after all, whether 
this * of the divine nature's being the ſame 
in three does or does not deſtroy the perſonali- 


ties, this is ſo far from anſwering the queſtion, 


by ſhewing that you have any other mediator 
than the man Chr:/? Jeſus, that it ſeems to yield 
this matter up to the J9cinzans, as was laid be- 
fore: Unleſs, to get out of one difficulty you 
will run your ſelf into another, by ſaying, that 
the nature, zo whom you pay worſhip, is the 
ſame individual nature with that hr whom 
you pay it ; which, we imagine, amounts to a 
denial that there is any mediator at all. | 

But I perceive that you are not ſatisfied your 
ſelf with the account you have given of this 


matter, becauſe a little further on you tell us, 


* abſtracting from the conſideration of the per- 
** ſonal diſtinctions, and without the perſon 

** names, and then Chriſt is your mediator, not 
6 ſimply as God, but as God- man.“ This is, I 
con- 


that Sometimes you worſhip God, the "pe. | 
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confeſs, à more direct anſwer to the queſtion 


than any thing we have met with before; but 
then it ſeems to me to be attended with ſome 
znconventiences. For, either this is a retractation 
of what you ſaid in the beginning of your an- 
ſwer to this query, or elſe it plainly implies that 
you have two mediators, a worſhip ſometimes 
thro' one, and /ometimes thro' the other. If 
the firſt, it is indeed but a ſmall matter, becauſe 
it is no news for people to ſay and then unſay, 
affirm and then deny, when they are talking of 
things fo very unintelligible as the orthodox, 
or commonly received hypotheſis is; (fee Mr. 
Matte's account of it in his fifth Diſſert. p. 158.) 
But if the other, I muſt leave you to reconcile 
your doctrine with St. Paul's, who, I think, 
teacheth us that there is but one; mediator be- 
twixt God and man, the nan Chriſt Je ſus, for 
it is paſt my skill to do it. But it is very re- 
markable, that you ſay in the paſſage now under 
conſideration, that ſometimes you worſhip God 
the at. Thele words ſeem to me to imply 
ſomething extremely like a fourth perſon in the 
godhead, or, at leaſt, that there are four ſome- 
whats to whom you offer praiſes and adorations. 
For either the three perſons, Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, are only three mere names, or elſe 
they are ſomething more than mere names. If 
they are but mere names repreſenting the deity 


under different conſiderations, then the conſe- 


quence is, that (tho the deity is the ſame deity 
under all and each of theſe conſiderations) when 


he is worſhipped under one conſideration only, 
the 
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the worſhip is different from that when he is 
worſhipped under another, or under all the con- 


ſiderations together. But this is not what you 


underſtand by this term, for you have all along 
ſufficiently declared againſt Sabellianiſin, and ſo 
you muſt mean ſomething more than mere names. 
Now when you worſhip one of theſe diſtin 


ſomethings diſtinctly, and all of them jointly, 
that which you worſhip diſtinctly, and that which 


you worſhip jointly, are different things, unleſs 
all is each, and each is all; which is to deny 
that there is any diſtinction *. 

And now, before I come to the queſtions, I 
think it neceſſary to £0 back a little, and take 
ſome notice of a reflection you make on the 
queriſt for uſing the word mediator in an impro- 
per ſenſe : your words are as follows; If any 
% weighty difficulty is intended in the queſtion, 
«« jt doth not ariſe from any difficulty in the 
thing, but from the quaint, artificial way of 
* propoſing it, or from the odd notion you ſeem 
« to have of a mediator, that he is one thro 
« whom we worſhip another, and no more.” 
If a man were diſpoſed to be merry, you have 
given him a ſpecial opportunity by your quaiut 


—— 


* I know ſome men affect to make uſe of the terms God the 
Trinity, and the Triune God, I wiſh they would read and 
conſider Mr. Calvin's judgment and reaſons againſt this manner of 
invocation. Admonit. ad Polon. Poſſibly either his arguments or 
his authority might make them leſs fond of theſe unſcriptural forms 
of expreſſion. From what he there ſays Ithink he never could have 


approved or countenanced the uſe of this other phraſe, God the 


Deity. 
way 


1 
way of talking here. For why, dear fir, 
ſhould this notion of a mediator be ſo ve 


odd, when it is certainly one part of the 


2 of a mediator? ſince Chriſt 
is always there repreſented as the medium b 


| which we are to go to God. And the other 1 


part of Chriſt's mediatorial office is more pro- 
perly expreſs d by the term interceſſion than 
mediation. But the main thing is, that the 


queriſt's odd notion of a mediator is one thro' | 


whom we worſhip another, and 20 more. 


This, I confeſs, would be an odd notion in- | 


deed ; as odd a notion as it is in you to fancy 
that the queriſt ſays any ſuch thing. For if you, 
or any man elſe, can find any thing like it in 

the query; nay if interceſſion is not clearly 
exprels'd in it as well as mediation, then I muſt 
confeſs, that I do not underſtand the meaning of 
the words. This accuſation therefore is alto- 
gether falſe and groundleſs, and only tends to 
diſcover a violent appetite to quarrelling, as 
it ſhews that you can take the liberty to make 
faults where you can find none, and will rather 
invent blunders, and throw them on your ad- 
_ verlaries, than want matter for wrangling. 

I have carefully look d over the remaining 
part of your anſwer to this query, and meet 
with nothing in it but one or two of your uſual 
flights in praiſe of your own principles and uy 


7 
and contempt of ours; which, as they make 


nothing in point of proof, I ſhall take no farther 
notice of. And ſo I go on to anſwer your ne- 


Queſt r. 


ceſſary queſtions. 


r 


| ceptableneſs * 


(73) 
eſt. 1. What do you mean by worſhip- 
* N58 God by another 7 r 
Anſ. When I ſay that I worſhip God by or 
thro another, I mean, that when I offer up 
prayer Or praiſe to him, I do it by or thro! 
Feſus Chriſt, as the appointed mean of con- 


veyance. 

Queſt. 2. Upon what doth the virtue and 
* acceptableneſs of the ſacrifice of the Man 
« Chriſt Jeſus depend? or in other words, 
« Whence has his ſacrifice that virtue and ac- 


Anſ. The virtue a d acceptableneſs of Chriſt's 


N ſacrifice depends on, and proceeds from, 1ſt. The 
excellency of his perſon: And, 2d. The ap- 
pointment of God. ; 


\ 
Y 
| 
| 
\ 


weſt. 3. Whether theſe words, the man 
* Chriſt Jeſus, were ſpoken by the apoſtle to 


! © leſſen him; or ſhew how he came to be fitted 
7 ** for his office; and to draw out our faith in, 


« and love to him? | 


 FAnſ. Theſe words, the man Chriſt Feſas, 


were certainly not ſpoken by the apoſtle to 
leſſen him; but as you ſay, to ſhew how he 
came to be fitted for his office, Sc. Nor do I 
know any body who ever ſo much as imagined 
otherwiſe. 5 te \ g 

Queſt. . Whether our Lord could have 


been a mediator by office, if he had not alſo 


been a mediator by nature? how could he 


have laid his hands on the parties at variance 


* had he not been a partaker of the nature of 
both? had any inferior, finite being inter- 
L 


poſed, 
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6 , ſed, the wrath Of God had burnt him up 


like briers or thorns, I/. xxvii. 5. What 


8 


kind of a mediator would a man be between 
an angel ſent to execute judgment, and 4- 
** nother man the offender? What a poor me- 
** diator would a ſheep be between a roaring 
lion and a lamb? could the ſheep expect 
any other but to be devoured firſt 7 Pardon 
* the ſimile, the diſtance here is infinitely 
greater. I defire you would conſider this 
matter ſeriouſly, and think what you can 
* look for from ſuch a mediation or ſuch a me- 
<* diator. And, when you anſwer this, re- 


„member that the Lord Chriſt is ſuch a me- 


*« diator as to be a ſacrifice; a propitiation; 
* a peace-maker by being a peace- offering; 
* a ranſom for our redemption; a ſurety for 
God to us, and for us to God; a proper | 
Saviour from fin, Satan, death and hell: 
%a i curſe for us, that we might be. redeemed | 
from it; fin for us, that we might be made 
«the righteouſneſs of God in him; a head 
„ that died that We might live; a conquerour, | 
« a:king, Sc. And that when Jehovah faved| 
„his people, it -was -by Fehovah their God, | 
Hf. i. 7. Nor could any other have been 
a prophet, prieſt, and king of his Church.“ 

Anſ. The only thiug material in this long 
queſtion is the firſt clauſe of it, which is, 
«« Whether our Lord Chriſt could have been 
6c 24 mediator by office, if he had not been alſo | 
% a-mediator by nature?“ Now if I ſhould ſay 
in auſwer to this, chat the appointment of God 
was 
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was alone ſufficient to conſtitute him a mediator ; 
I cannot ſee that it would be attended with any 
greater difficultys than ariſe from your own ac- 
count of this matter; which ſuppoſes him to be 
the fame individual being that he mediates. to. 

But as this is what we have no need to ſay, I 
defire you to take notice that I do not ſay it. 
My anſwer then to this queſtion is, that I grant 
all that ir requires, ſince upon our principles 


18 Chriſt is more properly a mediator by nature, 


than on your's; becauſe he is neither of a par- 
; ry with the offender, nor offended. Ses a- 
7 bove. | 3 
Quest. I. What do you mean by thoſe 
Words, By whoſe influence do you go to God, 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt? As you 
«« propoſe them they are ſilly and trifling. But 
„ let me ask you, from your conceſſions, 


:. Whether any perſon without infinite perfec- 


tions could influence, or aſſiſt all the people of 
God in all times, places, and circumſtances, 
in their worſhip and other dutys? Whether 
* 2 alone is not a ſufficient proof of his 
„% oo 8 
When T firſt read over this queſtion, I purpo- 
ſed to give up the words you ſpeak of as trifling; 
for as they ſtand here they do not ſeem indeed 
very material. But aſterwards, conſidering that 
it is not fair to condemn a man without hearing, 
eſpecially when his accuſer is an adverſary; 
T thought proper firſt to refer to the query, and 
ſee what * ſaid: And there I ſoon found (to 
my ſatisfaction I W that they appeared in 
| | RG 7 a 
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a quite different light. I ſhall repeat them in 
the order they ſtand in, and then explain them ; |: 
which is anſwering the queſtion. When there- 
«© fore you worſhip the one God, Father, Son, 
+ and Holy Ghoſt, thro' whom do you worſhip, 
and by whoſe influence do you go to the 
One God, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt #” 
Which is as much as if he had ſaid; ſince the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are the ſame 
being, you muſt be ſuppoſed to worſhip the 
fame being, thro the ſame being, and by the 
##fiience of the ſame being: Or thus; fince 
you ſay that they are all the ſame being, do you 
not worſhip the perſon of the Son, thro' his own 
perſon ; and the perſon of the Holy Ghoſt by F 
the influence of his own perſon ? that is, have 
you any other mediator with the One God than 
the mere man Chriſi Je ſus; and any ſanctity ing 
ſpirit diſtinct from God, whoſe ſpirit he is? 
The laſt part of the queſtion is, nutatis mutan- 
dis, nothing but a repetition of what has been re- 
plyed to in my anſwer to your Sth preliminary 
queſtion, to which I refer you. Po 
wery 4th. If according to Queſt. 2d. the 
4+ Son, in the buſineſs of redemption, tranſacts Þ 
86 to the glory of the Father; and in the 

'* preſent ſtate the Father ſuſtains the perſon of 

the ſupreme God; how doth this conſiſt 
i with your paying ſupreme or ultimate worſhip Þ 
to the Son? doth not this make the Son to 
act for his own Glory as much as the Father 

tt himſelf; ſince an equal in nature being ſelf 
\, ** exiſtent, and acts according to his own w | 


ee 7. 

« tural dignity, muſt do his own will, and ſeek © 
his own glory, and cannot refer his actions to 
« another; but acts according to the counſel 
« of his own will, and for his own will and 
« pleaſure ? ? Ne | 


In anſwer to this query, you begin with ac- 


knowledging, that the Son, as mediator, 
tranſacts all in the buſineſs of redemption, to 


the glory of the Deity ; or of the Father ſuf. 


« taining the rights and majeſty of it.” But yet. 
you are of opinion, that this may very well 
conſiſt with your paying ſupreme- or ultimate 
worſhip to the Son, ſeeing you know of no re- 
ligious worſhip but one and the Father and 
Son are the /ame which to be ſure wants no- 


thing but truth to make it a good argument. 


For, if on the one hand, the Father and Son are 
the ſame ; that is to ſay, if the Father is the Son. 
and the Son the Father; no body could be 
ſo mad as to doubt but that the worſhip muſt 
be one and the ſame: ſo on the other, if the 
worſhip is but one and the ſame, it is equally 
evident that the Father and Son are alſo one and 
the ſame ; that is, as was faid before, the Father 


is the Son, and the Son is the Father. And 


this, how abſurd ſoever, ſeems to be your real 
ſentiment as to this matter. For, beſides that 
in the paſſage now under conſideration, ' you 
inaccurately predicate ſameneſs of the perſons 
even as perſonally diſtinguiſhed ; it alſo una- 
voidably follows from your own words, when 
you tell us, that you aſcribe——the 


** ſame worſhip to the Son as to the Father; 
x upon 


ery ſame formal ground or reaſon, 
the divine nature. Now that by the ſame for- 
mal ground or reaſon, you mean that each per- 
ſon has the ſame divine nature is plain, not only 
from your own confeſſion, That the divine 
nature is the ſame in each perſon;“ 
but alfo from the nature of the thing, and 
the neceſſity there is that you ſhould mean 
ſo: For if the nature were not the ſame, that 
is, if each perſon had not the ſame divine nature, 
neither would there be the ſame formal ground 
or reaſon for the ſame worſhip as paid to each 
perſon. But if each Perſon has the ſame divine 
nature, ſince the divine nature is one ſelf. exiſ- 
tent, unoriginated nature; it follows, at leaſt. 
that each perſon is ſelf . exiſtent and unoriginated. 
ſince each perſon has the whole of that nature, 

as the foundation aud ground of his perſonality; 
which is ſelf· exiſtent and unoriginated. And, if 
each of the divine perſons is ſelf. exiſtent and 
unoriginated, then neither of the divine perſons 
is derived, or doth proceed from another; be- 
cauſe to derive, or proceed from another, is to 
be originated and not ſelf- exiſtent: but to be 
originated and not ſelf-exiſtent, is not to be un- 
originated and felf-exiſtent. (unleſs originated 
and unoriginated, not ſelf-exiſtent and felf-ex- 
iſtent are the ſame things: ) therefore every un- 
originated, ſelf-exiſtent perſon, neither doth, nor 
can derive; or proceed from another. The di- 
re& conſequence of which is, That * 


40378) 
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Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are but mere 
ſounds; and that there is no real Father, 3 


(79) 


and Holy Ghoſt at all. From whence I con- 


clude, that theſe terms are uſed in an improper, 
and figurative ſenſe only; that they are but 
mere Pruſopopæia s; that the Father and Son are 
indeed but one perſon; or in other words, that 
the Father is the Son, and the Son the Father; 
which was the thing to be proved. TV, 

But as the moſt plauſible objections againſt 
our principles are drawn from the argument a- 
bout worſhip, which I muſt do you the juſtice 
to own I think you have made the moſt of; I 
ſhall endeavour to conſider this matter with the 
greateſt exactneſs I can, and be more particular 
than ordinary in my * this part of your 

rmance, as it really deferves. And here, 
to prevent confuſion, tis neceſſary, before we 
proceed to enquire into the nature of worſhip, 
that we define the term. 25 | 

By worſhip then I underſtand, ſome peculiar 


reſpect or honour paid to an intelligent being, 
uot merely on the acconnt of his natural excel. 


lency, but prencipally, becauſe he ſlands in ſuch 
a relation to the worſhipper. Let us therefore 
now ſee, whether this notion of worſhip will 
not admit of the diſtinction of ſupreme and ſub- 
ordinate as we contend. e 


In order to ſet this matter in a clear light, it 


is neceſſary that we firſt of all fix the ground and 
reaſon of worſhip ; which is not, I think, as 
you always take for granted, the divine nature 
alone ; but the relation of the being worſhipped 
to the worſhipper. For tho mere excellency 
may be a. ſufficient ground for love and 3 
whic 


which is, indeed eſſential to worſhip ; yet, ſince 


alone were the ground of it: becauſe kingſhip 


I think it evident, that relation and dependance 


reaſon of worſhip, let us now go on to enquire, 


5 
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it is not the whole of worſhip, it is evident that 
the obligation to worſhip muſt ariſe from ſome- 
thing elſe; becauſe worſhip, beſides love and 
eſteem, always carrys in it an acknowledgment 


of relation and dependance ; which I prove 


thus : When I fay it is my duty to worſhip king 
George, I thereby acknowledge, that I ozght to 


pay him ſome peculiar honours. But king 


George's right to theſe honours, implyed in the 
wakds ought to pay, is not founded on the ſimple 


conſideration that he is 4 king. but on the re- 


| 
lative conſideration that he is 2) king. For if | 
the ſimple conſideration of kingſhip, was alone 
the foundation of a right to theſe honours ; then : 
it is plain that _—_ other perſon who is alſo t 
a king, would alſo have the ſame. right; which Þ ,, 
is abſurd. Accordingly, therefore, when I do n 
worſhip king George, it is always underſtood 
as ſignifying a relation to him, and dependance 
on him as my king and governour; and conſe- 
quently, as excluding every other perſon from 
any ſuch right; which could not be if kingſhip 


is common to others with him. From whence 


are the formal ground and reaſon of worſhip ; 
which was what I undertook to ſhew. 
Having thus ſtated and fixed the ground and 


Whether it will not admit of ſome diſtinction? 
And here, I believe, every body muſt grant, 
that if relation and dependance are the founda- 
tion 


( 


tion of worſhip, the degree of relation and de- 

endance muſt always limit and determine the 
degree of worſhip; or, in other words, that the 
perſon worſhipped muſt be always worſhipped in 
proportion to his eminence, and relation to the 
worſhipper. The conſequence of which is, that 
if there are perſons more or leſs eminent, 
more cloſely or diſtantly related to us, there 


| muſt be a proportionable difference in the wor- 


ſhip due to them; which, I ſuppoſe, needs not 


to be proved; ſince it is the only reaſon that can 
be aſſigned why we ſhould not honour a peaſant as 
much as a peer, and a king equally with God. 
| Thus far then we have ſure footing. No- 


thing therefore now remains but to ſhew that 
this particular diſtinction of ſupreme and ſubor- 
dinate worſhip is juſt, and founded in the 
nature of things; and all will be plain. 
And here, I believe, I am prevented by m 
reader, the thing is ſo very ealy. I ſhall chuſe 
to prove this by an inſtance or two ; that being 


the cleareſt method that can be taken in ſuch 


a caſe : And, beſides, facts are ſuch ſtubborn 
things that they cannot be diſputed. The in- 
ſtances I would pitch on are thoſe of an ambaſſa- 
dor, and a vice-roy. The ambaſſador and 
vice-· roy are perſons advanced to very high offi- 
ces, by having the names of theit principals in 
them, and being deputed to act for them. All 
that is done to them terminates ultimately 
in their maſter, and the honour or diſhonour of 
their actions falls upon him. If their perſons are 
affronted, the injury is always deemed his: If 
hey are eſteemed and worthily treated, tis 

\ MM con- 
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conſtrued reſpect and reverence to him. Theſe 
things will, I ſuppoſe, be freely granted me. 
But then, it may be, ſome will ſay, if all the 
honour done them terminates ultimately in their 
maſter, how are they honoured themſelves at all? 
I anſwer, very much, tho not equally with their 
maſter. For when an ambaſſador has the cha- 
racter given him of having executed his office 
wiſely, tho the primary honour falls upon his 
principal as executing ſuch an office by ſuch a 
perſon ; yet there is alſo a real honour remains 
to the ambaſſador, - viz. that of fidelity and 
wiſdom. The ſame may be ſaid in like manner 
of a vice-roy. When the ſubjects addreſs thanks 
to him for his prudent adminiſtration of juſtice, 
tho the firſt and greateſt honour redounds to his 


maſter, who adminiſters juſtice by him; yet he 


is alſo honoured himſelf too, tho not with the 
ſame degree of honour his maſter is. And this, 
I think, evidently proves, that there is ſuch a 
thing as /apreme and fabordinate honour or 
. 3 1 
What has been here ſaid of worſhip in general, 
may be as well applyed to veligious worſhip as to 
human : that being nothing elſe but ſome peculiar 
reſpect and honour, paid to 2 divine, mtelligent 
Being, upon the account of his excellency, and 
the relation he ſtands in to the worſhipper. And 
ſo I leave this matter with you; and go on to 
ſnew that Chriſt may be worthipped, upon ſup 
poſition that he is inferior to the Father, with. 
out any breach of the firſt commandment. 
To make this appear, it will be neceſſary, in 
the firſt place, to enquire alittle into the import 


and 
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and obligation of the firſt commandment. And 
here, I very freely confeſs, that this command- 
ment, Thou ſhalt have no other gods before me ; 
ſeems to me to have been deſigned, not to pre- 
clude any perſon that God ſhould think fir to 
honour with his name, and dignify with his pre- 
- Þ ſence, from that worſhip and homage which is 
e due to ſo adyanc'd an office ; but only to pro- 
is hibit the ſetting up any fal, anti- god, in oppo- 
a Þ ſition to him, the true God. To confirm this 
opinion, I ſhall only offer two arguments. 
d The firſt is drawn from the nature of the thing; 
er which doth not at all require the denial of ſuch 
ks hondur to a perſon ſo qualified: becauſe the gi- 
©, ving ſuch honour is ſo far from being a robbing 
ais the principal of his glory, and an alienation of 
he his right, that on the contrary, it ſtrengthens 
he and confirms it; ſince all the honour done his 
15, miniſter is conſtructively his, it being nothing 
h a elſe but an acknowledgment of his authority in 
or the perſon of the - miniſter, as was ſaid above. 
Accordingly, we find what is here advanc'd, to 
ral, be true in fact, viz. in the caſe of the angel 
S to which God appointed to preſide over the chil- 
liar dren of Iſyael; which is the other thing I would 
en! offer in proof of this opinion. Now concerning 
this angel, God himſelf is repreſented as giving 
And a charge to the IHraelites, injoyning them to 
n to honour him for the very reaſon juſt now men- 
ſjupÞ tioned, viz. becauſe his name was in him, 
vith-M Exod. xxiii. 21. The words run thus: Beware 
„V him [the angel] and obey his voice, provoke 
„ ing him not; for Fo will not pardon your tranſ< 
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greſſions; for my name tis in him. Which is as 
much as if it were ſaid, ** Conſider the high cha- 
racter he bears as my reprelentative ; mn 

** name and authority is in Him; and therefore 
as you would me my ſelf: For if you ſhould 
*« proyoke him by an act of dilobedience, he 
** will certainly reſent it as an injury to me, and 


abe very zealous for my honour, and careful 
to vindicate it; for my name is in him; he is 


my miniſter, he will not pardon your iniqui- 
ties.“ I know very well that you will plead 
that this angel was no other than the ſupreme 
God himſelf. But, not to inſiſt on the abſurdity 
of making God his own angel; I think that this 


is ſufficiently anſwered by thoſe texts that tell 


us, that 0 man has ſeen God at any time, nor 
heard his voice, &c. Which neceſſarily proves 
that this angel muſt be ſome other being, and 
not the ſupreme God. And here, by the way, 
I deſire that it may be taken notice of, that the 
whole context we have been conſidering, is ex- 
tremely majeſtick, and runs in ſuch a ſtyle as God 


muſt be ſuppoſed on ſuch an occaſion to ſpeak in, 


if he were to ſpeak at all: yet ſince it appears 
by the text laſt quoted that he never doth ſpeak, 
this is a home inſtance to prove, that the perſon 
repreſenting makes uſe of the very ſame lan- 
guage, and behaves in the very ſame manner as 
the perſon repreſented would do in ſuch a calc. 
But to return: As a farther proof that the firſt 
commandment doth not exclude, eyen creatures 
from ſome degree of worſhip, when dignified in 

| a 


be ſure that you honour and reverence him 
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a peculiar manner with the preſence of God ; 
1 might argue from the c/oud ; which was cer- 
tainly worſhipped by the children of 1/ae/, 
on the account of the inhabitation of God in it“. 
But this may ſuffice. 

And now, having proved, as I think, that 
the firſt commandment doth admit of inferior 
and ſubordinate worſhip in any caſe where God 
ſhall ſo appoint ; it only remains to ſhew, that 
in the preſent caſe he hath done ſo. This is a 
matter of fact depending entirely on revelation ; _ 
and therefore cannot be decided any other way. 
And here, as all long before, for the ſake of bre- 
vity, I ſhall content my ſelf with offering only 
a few proofs. | 
The firſt I would propoſe to you is that re- 
markable one in Dau. vii. 13, 14. 1 ſaw in the 
night viſions; and beheld one like the Son of 
Man came with the Clouds of heaven ; and 
rame to the antient of days, and they 
brought him near before him: And there 
was given him dominion, and glory, and a 


| kingdom ;, that all people, nations and langua- 


ges ſhould ſerve him, &c. That this illuſtrious 
prophecy relates to our Lord Chriſt, is e- 
vident from tlie ſameneſs of the phraſe, by 
which the 23 who is the ſubject of this pro- 
phecy, and our Saviour in the iſt of the Reve- 
/ations, and many other places is characterized. 


—— . , ot. ti —— — 


* < That ſuch an inhabitation of God in a creature, by which 
« that creature was not only called God, but that adoration was 
c alſo due to it on that account, was a notion that could not 
« haye ſcandalized the cus. See Burnes's Expoſe 39 Art. p. 49. 
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All this is, I ſuppoſe, paſt doubt, and ſo needs not 
to be inſiſted on. Well, it is ſaid of Him that he had 
a kingdom given him. Now the word given im- 
000k that he had no natural right to this kingdom; 
ecauſe a gift being matter of mere bounty, is abſo- 
lutely inconſiſtent with any ſuch right. And this 
dominion, Sc. is ſaid to have been given him, 
that all people, nations and languages ſhould 
ſerve him : which not only founds the worſhip 
to be paid him on the poſitive inſtitution and 
appointment of God ; but alſo ſhews that his 
dominion over all people and nations, was the 
ground or reaſon of it. | | 
The next paſſage I offer, is that memo- 
rable one where Chriſt tells us, that a// 
power is given him in heaven and earth, 
Mat, xxviii. 18. Which being the ſame form 
of ſpeech with the former, requires no farther 
diſcuſſion here. Another place very much to 
to the point, is that in John v. 224-23. For the 
Father — hath committed all judgment to the 
Son, that all men might honour th Son even as 
they honour the Father, &c. and again, v. 27. 
—— and hath given him authority to execute 
judgment, becauſe he is the Son of Man; 7. e. 
the Meſah*, The next paſſage I would take 
* That this phraſe, the Son of Man, as ſpoken of, and applyed 
to, Chriſt, ſignifies the ſame thing that Meſſiah does, is evident 
from a great many places where one is uſed for the other: parti- 
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notice of, is in Heb. i. 6. When he bringeth in 


the firſt-begotten into the world, he ſaith, and 


let all the angels of God worſhip him. And a- 
gain, ver. 8, 9. But unto the Son he ſaith 
0 God——God even thy God hath anointed 
thee. Now that this firſt-begotten, whom the 
angelsare commanded to worſhip, and this God 
who was thus anointed by his God, was really 
the divine Logos, is evident from thoſe words 
in the ſecond ver /e ; where the apoſtle tells us, 
that the perſon he is ſpeaking of was he by 
whom God made the worlds ; which cannot 


poſſibly be applyed to the human nature of 


Chriſt, unleſs in a Socinian lenfe. From whence, 
I think, it follows, that the divine Logos, even 
as concerned in the creation of all things, was 


worſhipped only in conſequence of the command 


and appointment of God. For if he had naturally 
a right to be worſhipped by the angels, there 
could have been no need of any poſitive inſti- 
tution about it: but ſince God did command it, 
tis certain that ſuch an inſtitution was neceſſary; 


and therefore his right to ſuch. worſhip. ariſes 


ſolely from the grant and appointment of God; 
which is what we are contending for. Another 


very remarkable text is what the apoſtle ſays in 
1 Cor. xv, 24—28. Then cometh the end, when he 


(the Son) hall have delivered up the kingdom to 


God, even the Father ;—and—alſo himſeifbe ſub- 
Jett to him that put all things under him, that God 


may be all in all. Theſe words, I apprehend, 


prove two things. 1. That the ſubjection of all 


things to the Son, is owing to the Father's ha- 


ving | 


— 
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ving put all under him. And, 2. That the Son, 
when in his higheſt capacity, after the ceſſation 
of the mediatorial kingdom, is to be ſubje& to 
the Father ; to whom he is to deliver it up, 
that God (that perſon to be ſure to whom this 
ſurrender is made) may be 3 all. But 1 
ſhould tranſcribe a great part of the new teſta- 
ment to take in every thing of this kind : where- 
fore I ſhall add but one place more, which not 
only fixes the dominion of Chriſt upon the ap- 
pointment of God the Father; but alſo expreſly 
determinesthe worſhip paid him to be a ſubordinate 
worſhip. It is that in PHil. ii. 9, 10, 11. M here. 
fore God has highly exalted him, and given him 
a name which is above every name : that at the 
name of Feſus every knee ſhould bow ; and eve- 
ry tongue ſhould confeſs, that he is Lord, to the 
glory of God the Father. A 
And now from what has been ſaid, I think I 
may' very fairly conclude, : that tho our Lord 
Chriſt, who in the preſent ſtate of things at 
leaſt, acts miniſterially, ſince he refers all to the 
glory of the Father, has a worſhip due to him 
on the account of the dominion given him, (i. e 
of the high office he executes as God's repreſen- 
tative) yet that this worſhip is not ultimate and 
terminative; and therefore not ſupreme as his 
God and Father's is. Thus 1 believe I have ſuf- 
ficiently confuted what you boldly aſſert, when 
you ſay, that this kind of worſhip is every 
«where condemned in ſcripture ; that it is in 
«« reality ſubverſive of natural religion, and of 
& all religion, a lye, in the nature of the — 
cc an 
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fand what involves man in the greateſt danger 


« for eternity.” Let us now ſee if we cannot 
anſwer your queſtions. | 
Queſt. 1. Whether you do not worſhip the 
« Son, believe, truſt in, and pray to him, Sc, 
« according to numerous ſcripture paſſages an 
« examples? If you do not, your friend 
% FSocenas Will not allow you to be called 


* chriſtians : If you do, I ask further,” 


Anſw. We do worthip the Son, Sc. accord- 
ing to all the precepts and examples which 
we find in the Bible relating to this matrer. | 

Queſt 2. Whether you worthip him as 
*« God ſupreme, or not? If as God ſupreme, 
„ who is your mediator ? your own queſtion : 
If notIask,” Os | 

Anſw. We do not worſhip him as God ſu- 
preme, becauſe we think that he himſelf de- 
clares that he is not fo, when he ſays that his 
Father is greater than he, and the only true God; 
and becauſe we cannot find any ſcripture precept 
enjoyning. or-iexample countenancing fuch 
worthip. 0 1 | 
10 3. If you worſhip one who is not 
„God ſupreme, do you not expreſly and di- 


« rely tranſgreſs the firſt commandment ; and 


the light and law of nature? Upon this ſup- 
* poſition, I ask, Do you worſhip one whoſe 
e effence, ſubſtance, or nature, is made or un- 
« made; or in other words, created or un- 
e created : (by creating I mean making out of 
nothing) If W ſeeing there is but 


„% one; 


i 
| 
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** one, Vis, the nature of God; you worſhip 
God ſupreme.” If not I ack, 
Anſw. To the firſt of theſe queſtions I an- 
ſwer, That we worſhip Jeſus the mediator 
of the new covenant, who was in the beginni 
with God, and who alſo was God ; but as we do 


not terminate our worſhip in him, but, with 


St. Paul, confeſs him Lord to the glory of God 
the Father, we apprehend that this is no breach 
of the firſt commandment. To the ſecond my 


reply is, That we believe this perſon whom we 
thus worſhip, to be the only- begotten Son of 
God; 2. e. to have been generated by, or deri- 


ved from the Father. But as to his e 
eſſence, ſubſtance or nature, as you love to 
ſpeak, ſince the ſcripture is altogether ſilent a- 


bout' it, we deſire to be fo too: 


EC » . « 


e the object of worſhipto be, or we mock him? 
But whatever — it is that you pay to 
« him, it either terminates in him, or not: If it 
«« doth it is ultimate; if it doth not, but paſſes 
«« thro' him to the Father, then it is ſupreme. 
*« You may chuſe which you pleaſe, but while 
« the world laſts it will be a dead weight upon, 
and an invincible prejudice againſt, Ariani ſin, 
„ Fociniani ſin, and the New Scheme too“ 


Anſ': 


ID 


ho doth this affect us, 


(94) * 
Anſw. This is a very unfair queſtion, ſince 
it ſuppoſes us to ſay what we never do fay ; and 


therefore I might be excuſed if I paſſed it over. 
| Beſides, if I ſhould grant that Chriſt is a creature, 


it would make nothing in point of proof either 


way. But becauſe you frequently inſinuate that 


this is the conſequence of our principles; I ſhall 
take ſome little notice of it. To this queſtion 
then, Is not one whoſe nature is created a 
« creature? I anſwer yes. But what then? 
fas we never pretend 
that Chriſt's nature was created, but always make 
uſe of the ſame ſcriptural word as you do in this 
caſe, and call it — ; which if, in your 
apprehenſion, it ſignifys the ſame thing with 
created, makes this charge recoil with double 
force upon you ; becauſe, upon this ſuppoſition, 
you muſt wilfully and deſignedly predicate crea- 
redneſs of Chriſt as often as you ſay he was be- 


8 The remaining part of this queſtion 


as been ſufficiently anſwered already: Only 
there is one paſſage which I profeſs I do not un- 
derſtand. It is that where you ſay, © If our 
„ worſhip terminates in Chriſt, it is ultimate; 
but if not, but paſſes thro' him to the Father, 
then it is ſupreme.” This I muſt own, is be- 


| yond my latin; and therefore I muſt deſire you 


to explain it: for till I know what you mean 
by it, I cannot pretend to ſay any thing to it. 
Your next words are alſo equally myſtical, and 
will therefore want ſome further explication ; 
for without your help I ſhall never be able to 
gueſs what that is, which, whz/e the world laſts, 
2 "EZ will 
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will be a dead weight upon, and an invincible 
prejudice againſt Arianiſm, Socinianiſm, aud the 


New Scheme #99. =. 

Queſt 5. Does the ſcripture ſay any thing 
* of any religious, divine worſhip but one? 
*+* Hath it taught us any thing of ultimate 
* and relative, ſupreme and inferior worſhip? 
% or how are we to adjuſt thoſe things in our 
% minds? The ſaints are ſaid to call upon the 


name of the Lord Jeſus, 1 Cor. i. 2. and 


cc 


to believe in him, John xiv. 1. to truſt in 
* him, Plal. ii. 12. Is this a relative invo- 
cation? or are we to believe in him with 
« an inferior, middle kind of faith? Did not 
*+* Stephen's dying worſhip terminate on Chrilt ? 
* was it not ſuch a worthip as is paid to God 
** ſupreme? Compare Acts vii. 59. with Luke 
© Xxiii. 46.” OT OE do: 
| Aviv. I have ſnhewi above that there is, and 
maſt be, ſuch+4 diſtinction as we are pleading 
for; to which I refer you as an anſwer to this 


queſtion.  -* 


Queſt. 6. Is there command or example in 
*+« ſcripture propounded for our worſhipping ano- 
„ther God, an inferior God, a made God, as 
% you make Chriſt to be? Doth not the light 
1 of nature and the law of God condemn this? 
* Think not to ſay with your friend the Sober 
*« Appellant, that the firſt commandment is 6 
% far repeated ; and that the Father hath com- 
e manded us to Wörſhip Chriſt, 4 God, another 
% God, another true God, &c. For, to paſs 
by ſeveral unanſwerable confutations of this 

OY Fr I 0 9", lefperate 
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* deſperate anſwer; 1 reply in one word, this 


(92). 


«« impious fancy can never be entertained by 
* any ſober, thinking perſon, till you can 
„ prove that God can deny himſelf, and has 
« done it. : 5 


Ay ſiv. This queſtion hath alſo been ſufficiently 


| anſwered in the foregoing part of the n, ge | 


this query. I ſhall therefore take no notice of 
any thing here, but your charge upon the Sober 
Appellant ; which, being moſt abominably falſe, 
I call upon you now to retract. I ſhall tran- 
ſcribe the whole paſſage which you had in your 
eye, and let the reader judge between us. 
And if it be included (as our author ſays it is) 
„% in the firſt commandment, that we ſhould 
„have no other object of worſhip; we lay, that 
* command is ſo far repealed, even as the fourth 


concerns the 4 day, which the Zews 


that here is nothing like what you accule this 
writer with, unleſs you can ſhew that he doth 
allow that all worſhip is appropriated and con- 
fined to God only; which, + 3k he doth not, is 
plain from all his arguments about it. I ſhall 
only add that it was baſe and mean in you to re- 
preſent this ingenious gentleman as ſaying that 
abſolutely, which you could not but know was 
only proviſional or hypotherical- 
uery 5th. ** Whether the {criptures of the 
* old and new Teſtament, do not plainly ſhew, 
that as there is but one God, ſo that one 
TY \ | 40 God 3 
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God is bur one, I or Me, excluſive of all o- 
* thers; as it would be eaſy to prove by many 


_ *« ſcriptures, were it not for inlarging too much? 
[See only P/al. Ixxxiii. 13. Thou whoſe 
* name alone is Jehovah. Ila. xlv. 21. There zs 


* 20 Godelſe beſides me. That He, our bleſſed 
« Saviour ſays, is his Father, John viii. 54. J. 
* is my Father that honoureth me, of whom ye 


/Þ ſay that he is your God. And again our bleſ- 


* ſed Saviour affirmed his Father to be the only 
* true God.] Now is not the only true God 
the one God; and is not the Father of Chriſt 


the Father only? Now as the ſame ſcriptures 


* which ſay there is but one God, do call o- 
„ thers God, who are not that one God; and 
* in particular the Son of God is called God 
upon the account of all power committed to 
him; or upon the account of the excellency 


«+ of his being, and the lively reſemblances he 


bears to God the Father; and upon the ac- 
* count of his ſuſtaining the place of God, as 
© being the word of God; and ſo God with 
*« God, as being he by whom God made all 
* things, Epheſciii. 9. Heb. i. 2, 3. This has 
* no inconſiſtency in it that I can perceive : 
« and it is plain by ſeveral hundred ſcriptures, 
that the Father is diſtinguiſhed as God, from 
*« the Son and Spirit, as well as by the term 
% Father; and your proofs do not conclude, 
t becauſe they — three Gods, as you manage 
apprehenſion. If you ſay that 

* this was a voluntary condeſcenſion only in 
* our bleſſed Saviour, let it be ſo; (altho l be- 
| re nn ie ve 
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1 Heye- you cannot prove it to proceed only 
from thence) yet why do you then in fact, 
pay the worſhip to the Son and Spirit, which 
this preſent ſtate of acting does not allow ? 


either the Father does in the preſent ſtate 


« a@t only as ſupreme or not: If not, then the 
actings of the Son and Spirit, are not to 
the glory of the Father, but to their own; 
« or elle the ſame perſon may act as ſupreme 
and ſubordinate, which J underſtand nor. 
* If you do, I ſhall be glad of your reaſon. I. 
+ do not underſtand how the perſon zo whom 
« I go in worſhip, ſhould be the perſon hs 


« ſtand this, (for God's ſake) explain it to me; 


*« know not how. | 

In your anſwer to this query, which perhaps 
might have been better divided into two or three, 
you punctually follow the ſame method you had 
taken all along before; poſitiveneſs and evaſion 
being the eaſieſt way of 2 an adverſary. 
Of this kind is the very firſt paſſage with which 
you begin your reply to this queſtion. It runs 
; thus: * The ſcripturethews and we firmly believe, 
s, © that there is but one God; and that this one 
mil © God is but one God, one Jehovah, excluſive 
of all other Gods and Fehovabs; and yet the 
** ſame ſcriptures aſcribe both theſe names, and 
titles to more than one, whom we call 
** perſons; whence we do got conclude that 
there is one God, and another God, but that 
** Theſe two are one.” And then, to prove this 


paradox, 


\ 


© whom, and by whom I go. If you under- a 


or elſe honeſtly confeſs you worſhip you 4 


1 (96) 
piradox, you cite John x. 30. which is a certain 

ign that you are in great diſtreſs; becauſe that 
text, as explained by the ſame evangeliſt in a- 
nother place, (and certainly he knew beſt whar 

he meant by it) muſt be underſtood to ſignify 
ſomething very different, at leaſt, from unity of 
eſſence, fäbſtagce or nature; which is what you 
would infer from it. The place allude to, is 


E that in John xvii. 21, 22. where Chriſt prays for 


his diſciples, that they all may be one, as thou 
Father art in me, and 1 in thee; that they alſo 
may be one in us. —— And the glory which i | 
thou gaveſt me I have given them : that they ſh , 
may 3, one even as we are one. Which muſt f 
determine the oneneſs in the text you quote, 2 
not to be a oneneſs of nature, ſubſtance, Cc. ¶ f. 
becauſe, if it were, then Chriſt muſt be ſuppoſed o 
to pray that __y ſhould be made the one God; t. 
which is ſo abſolute an impoſſibility, and ſuch a fo 
complete contradiction to common ſenſe, that ed 
I am confident no man who is not literally out N . 
of his wits will ſay it. But, after all, it is re- N ye 
markable, that tho you affirm over and over, || he 
that the ſame titles are in ſcripture aſcribed 


to three perſons, yet you never once offer to 
prove it; but perpetually take for granted that IO eit. 
it is fo, when yet you cannot but know that ¶ og, 
this is a material thing in the diſpute betwixt us. iſ ge 


Since, therefore, this is your principal faſtneſs, 27 
und chief place aftetreat, tis to be hoped, that Wl ;/,, 
for the future, you will take care to fortify it 79% 
more ſtrongly, and ſupport it better with argu 1 
ments; becauſe at preſent the foundation doth elſe 

not (at! 


(97) 
not ſeem to be equal to the ſuperſtructure. I 
muſt add, that if you could poſſibly prove 
this aſſertion, anity of per ſon, might be as fairly 
concluded from it as unity of eſſence; and fo 
your doctrine might be irreſiſtibly attack d from 
that quarter. | 

But you go on and tell us, that the glorious 
text in Iſaiah xlv. 21. is ſpoken by and of the 
Son; nor can it be applied to any other, 
which the apoſtle confirms, Rom. xiv. 10, 14. 
*« 1 Cor. i. 30. and 2 Cor. v. 21.” I have been at 
| ſome pains in conſidering the text, and compa- 
ring it with thoſe referred to; but cannot ſee 
for my life, what reaſon you had for this 
aſſertion. For fince theſe words were con- 
feſſedly ſpoken by that perſon who was the God 
of Iſrael, and fince our Saviour declares that 
that perſon is his Father; I think it unavoidably 
follows, that they neither are, nor can be appli- 
ed to the Son, even upon ſuppoſition that there 
were ſuch diſtinct perſonalities in the deity as 
you plead for. I would therefore deſire you, 
before you give your-ſelf ſuch airs again, to 
prove what you thus boldly affirm : Which, if 
you ſhould do, I will undertake to ſhew, thar 
either the Father is excluded amongſt the falſe 
gods; or elfe, that the Son is the Father; the 
excluſeve terms infallibly proving that there is 
but one perſon who is the ſupreme God, which 
clearly confirms our dotirineg and overturns 
ours, to talk in your own way, - 

I paſs by your next paragraph; it being nothing 
elſe but an invidious reflection on the queriſt ; 
(a thing ſo common in your letter, that it is not 

| O worth 


r 
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worth minding) and go on to that where 


n 
you miſrepreſent him by inſinuating, That he p 
underſtands that Chriſt is God in the ſame low, y 
and improper ſenſe that men and devils are. 


Now that this is only one of your artful turns, is 
evident: For tho all authority comes originally I ff 
from God, yet ſince there is a mighty difference f. 
between the authority one perſon is inveſted 
with, and that which another exerciſes, it fol- 
lows, that that perſon who has the greateſt de: 
gree of authority, and whoſe government mo 
reſembles God's, is in a much higher and more 
$15 ſenſe God, than one who is leſs like God, 
by being inveſted with leſs authority: even as a iſ © 
vice-roy may be much more properly ſaid to be 
a king, than the 2zayor of a particular borough ; Iſl «<< 
and a lord chancellor than a petty conſtable. 1 1 
If therefore this is true in the preſent caſe, much I ri 
more is it ſo in the other, where the difference is I tt 
almoſt infinitely greater. But this way of writing ft 
is ſo little to the purpoſe, that it ought rather to I tl 
be deſpiſed than anſwered; wherefore I ſhall I is 
take no farther notice of it. pb 
But you go on and tell us, in the next page, I a 
that there is not any hint in the ſcripture of rhe I w 
Son's being called God, on the account of his ha- f: 
Ving all power committed him, nor becauſe of the 
-excellency of his being; nor yet for the live 
. reſemblauces he bears to God the Father; ub, “ 


| nor ug per ſangtiug and ſuſtaining the place of 
| Kane 


8 egations are far from being 


true, if what has been advanced in the foregoing y 

| arts of this diſcourſe holds good; which as I} *i 

belicve it will, I ſhall cruſt the whole of this I c- 
matter 
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matter upon that iſſue. And ſo I leave you to 
prove (which ſurely can be no hard task, ſince 


you clearly perceive it) that ** there zs ſhameful 
« trifliing, groſs impiety, and abominable bla ſe 
« phemy in this way of talking.” hut it is no 


ſtrange or ſurprizing thing, for ſome people to 


fancy inconſiſtencys, trifling, impietys, and e- 


ven abominable blaſphemy, where indeed there 


is no ſuch thing, to turn your own artillery 
upon your-ſelf. " 

The next thing you take notice of are thoſe 
words in the query, lt is plain by ſeveral hun- 


" ES that the Father, as God, is 


« diſtinguiſhed from the Son and Spirit, as well 
* as by the term Father; which you fay doth 
* not at all prove that the Son is not God.” 
To which I anſwer, that you are fo far very 


right, for we never pretend 'that it doth ; all 
that we would infer from it being only this, That 


ſince the Father, as God, is diſtinguiſhed from 


the Son, therefore the Godhead of the Son 


is ſomewhat different from that of the Father; 
becauſe if it were the ſame in both, neither could, 


as God, be diſtinguiſhed from the other; which 


we think is ſhewn by theſe texts, to be falſe in 
fact. 5 1 

A little lower you ſeem to be angry becauſe 
we apprehend, that your proofs 5 


« Gods.” I profeſs, Ido not Heir to diſoblige 
you, but, as opinion and faith are obſtinate 


things, I hope you will excuſe me, if I ſay 


cannot help being of the ſame mind ; and give 
& © me 


O not con- 
clude, ſince as you manage them, we fancy, 


* if they prove any thing, 1 three 
ro 


N 
me leave to add, ſhall always continue ſo, unleſs 
| you, or ſomebody elſe for you, ſhall ſhew that 
we are miſtaken : which we imagine will be a 
work of ſome difficulty. For if three diſtinct 
agents, each poſſeſſed of all poſſible perfections, 

are not three diſtin&t Gods, neither is one ſuch 

agent one God. But in anſwer to this, you 
recrimittate by charging Dithei ſin on us. Your 
words are theſe: You forget that your own, 
and your friend's arguments, infallibly prove 

„two Gods.“ I obſerve here, that forgetful- 

neſs is a very epidemical diſtemper, and ſeems to 
be your 'misfortune as well as the. queriſt's; 

ſince otherwiſe, it is impoſſible to find an ex- 
cuſe for your intolerable ſelf-contradiction, 

For, as on the one hand, if we make Chriſt to 
be a creature, a mere creature, as much as you 

or J, or the meaneſt worm, you contend that he 
cannot be God; ſo on the other; if we prove 
him to he ſo a God as to make two, proper, true 

Gods, he cannot be a creature. Both which 
propoſitions can't be true upon your own prin- 
ciples, becauſe contradictory one to the other. 
Since therefore you have aſſerted theſe things, 
I am willing, charitably, to ſuppoſe this blunder 
is owing to the badneſs of your memory, be- 
cauſe elſe it muſt proceed from ſomething work, 
But this indeed is not much to the point, as you 

- your-ſelf muſt be underſtood to own in the next 
line; where you profeſs to be juſt coming to it. 
Let us now ſee if you ſucceed any better in what 

follows. 1 

You begin with an appeal to us, You know 
that the word God is often uſed in the bible 


« ——cfſcp 


— eſſentially, as ineluding in it all 
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« js meant by that name. This is a very am- 


biguous expreſſion, and may be either affirmed 


or denied without any breach of truth. For if 


by this extraordinary period you mean only that 
the word God is often uſed to ſignify all that it 


ſignifys, we grant it; but if you would ſay by 
this way of ſpeaking, that the one God is three 
perſons, which I ſuppoſe is what you deſigned 
by theſe words; why then we deny it, and. 


challenge you to prove it if you can. 


But, Ithink, 1 neverſaw any thing more per- 
fectly trifling than what follows ſoon after. The 
whole paſſage is remarkable, and therefore 1 
ſhall be at the pains of tranſcribing it literally. 
« Bur let me ask you, as one that loves your 


* ſoul, and would willingly bring you from what 


wwe think a very dangerous error; Do you 


+ think the form of baptiſm proves three Gods?” 


Which is-juſt as much to the purpoſe, as if I 


ſhould ask you, with the ſame ſolemn gravity, 
whether you believe a thing which I am ſure 9 
ion 


never believed in your life. And ſuch a que 


would not be more needleſs, (not to ſay fooliſh) 
than this of yours; becauſe you know yer 

well that we- are profeſſedly pleading that the 
three perſons aze not three Gods. But you go 
on: lt is plain there are three perſons men- 
* tioned.” What then? © why then it is plain 
+ we are baptized into the name, not names, of 
* all three“ This, I muſt "confeſs, is a very 
learned remark, and diſcovers a ſurpriſing skill 
in criticiſm. But to be ſerions : I cannot think 
this obſervation juſt, becauſe not at all founded on 


any 
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any rule of grammar, when yet it is de ſigned as 
a grammatical remark. For in our ſyntax it is 
the ſame thing to ſay, I baptize in the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy- 
Ghoſt, as to ſay, I baptize in the names of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. However, let 
this word zame ſignify what it will, it ſeems it 
Clearly proves your point ; for thus you pro- 
ceed: Now whether this word name points 
cout rhcir unity of eſſence, or by it be ſignified 
& the authority of all the three; or whether 
“being baptized into the name, ſignifys our 
© being baptized into the faith, love, worſhip 
& and obedience of the three; this glorious text 
« proves our point, Sc. that is, unity, or 
« {amenels of eſſence and nature.” But becauſe 
you ſeem to lay ſo great a ſtreſs on this text, I 
{hall give you Mr. Baxter's comment on this, 
and the foregoing verſe: © After theſe, (and 
„other appearings ro them) Fe/as ſaid, as I 
“ have died to redeem the world, in order to the 
« ends of my undertaking, the Father has given 
“me an univerſal propriety,and governing power, 
&« as chief adminiſtrator under him in heaven and 
earth. — By which authority I now com- 
% miſſion you to go abroad into the world, and 
«© make all narions my diſciples, &c.” And 
then after in his 6th note, he ſays, ( that to be 
&« baptized in the name of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, is no leſs than by ſolemn cove- 
nant to give up one s- ſelf to God the Father, 
& as our Father reconciled by Chriſt, our chief 
owner and: ruler, and our chief benefactor, 
even as our God; and to Chriſt as our Saviour ; 
66 an 
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ce and the Holy Ghoſt as our ſanctifier.““ Thus 
far Mr. Baxter, who was never thought a fa- 
vourer of our cauſe. ' This expoſition of the 
words I take to be a very good one; andas 
much as can be fairly inferred from them : 
wherefore I ſhall leave you to prove, that unity 
of eſſence is implied in them, as you ſuppole. 
But a few lines lower you ſay, “Can, or 
« doth any think, that a creature, and the crea- 
ture of a creature; or, at leaſt, two infinitely in- 
« feriour perſons or beings, would have been 
« joyned in the ſame ſolemn inſtitution with the 
6 great God? To this I anſwer, that you need 
not make ſo ſtrange; for, if one may take their 
words, every body of your ſide of the queſtion 
muſt mean ſomething very like it, when they tell 
us, that they worſhip the whole perſon of Chriſt. 
For, ſince the human nature of Chriſt is one part 
of the whole perſon of Chriſt, whenever the 
whole perſon of Chriſt is worſhipped, the 
human nature allo is worſhipped, becauſe the 
whole is always equal to its parts. But ſince 
you propoſe this queſtion with a triumphant ſort 
of air, I ſhall endeayour to ſhew briefly, that, 
upon any ſcheme whatſoever, it is impoſſible to 
avoid thinking that a creature is joyned in this 
moſt ſolemn inſtitution with the great God. For, 
beſides the reaſon juſt now mentioned, it is evi- 
dent from the context, that the Son into whole 
name all nations were to be bgptized, is the very 
ſame perſon that ſpeaks in the forcgoing . verſe, 
and ſays all power is given me. Now, ſince it is 
certain that the ſupreme God cannot owe his pow- 
er to the gift or conceſſion of any other perſon or 


thing, 
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rr 
thing, 1 dare ſay you will not pretend that this 
is to be underſtood of Chriſt as God, in the high 


(ſenſe you believe him to be ſo; becauſe that 


would be to deny that he is God. by denyin 
that he wants ſome perfection eſſential to God. 
In order, therefore, to make Chrift a capable 
ſubject for ſuch a gift, you muſt of neceſſity 
take in the human nature, which every bod 


grants, was a creature; and upon this conſi- 


deration it may be truly ſaid a creature is joyned 
in this ſolemn inſtitution with the great God “. 
Which is all that I mean when J fay it is impoſſi- 
ble for any body to avoid thinking fo. 


Your next paragraph is nothing but an account 


of your method of worſhip ; which, as it makes 
1 in point of argument, needs not be 
particularly conſidered. Accordingly, I ſhall 
take no notice of any thing here, but that paſſage 
where you ſay, That in your doxologies youen- 
deavour to aſeribe equal honour, glory, praiſe 
and bleſſing to all the three. And with relation 
to this, ſince you acknowledge that you aſcribe 
honour, glory, praiſe and bleſſing to the Holy 
Ghoſt, permit me to ask you, what precept you 
have commanding, or example countenancing 
any ſuch worſhip ? This, at leaſt, I am ſure 
of, that there is no one inſtance of any doxo- 
logy to the Holy Ghoſt in all the new tefta- 
ment. + - | 
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* There is no poſlibility of evading this conſequence upon Mr. 
Cummin's principles, becauſe he ſuppoſes that the term Son, be- 
longs only to the human nature of Chriſt, by denying that the 
divine Logos, is a Son in any ſenſe of that wo! a — 
| | n 


And now I find nothing more remarkable, but 

what has been already conſidered, till I come to 

our queſtions; excepting only your laſt lines, 

which have ſuch a peculiar air of inſulting, that 

I ſhould chuſe to paſs them wholly by, (to re- 

turn your own compliment) were it not more out of 

regard to you than the queriſt. Your words are 

theſe : ©* Piety is ever accompanied with humi- 
: + lity and fear: whereas intolerable pride and 
| «« ſelf-conceit is inſeparable from ignorance and 
error.“ This is indeed an excellent remark ; 
but J wonder how you could write it without 
{elf-refletion. I go on now to the queſtions. 
Que ſt. 1. When it is ſaid there is no God 
„ befides me, and the like; whether all other 
4 gods, inferior as well as equal, are not for 3 
1 | © ever excluded?” | | þ 
. Anf Thele words certainly exclude 2 whom ; 
they are deſigned to exclude, viz. all foreign, 
ſtrange, falſe, inferior, made gods, ſet up in op- 


4 
4 poſition to the ſpeaker, the only true God ; but 
0 do not at all deny that our Lord Chriſt, whom 
he has appointed chief adminiſtrator under him, 
4 may on that account be called God; becauſe all 
| ſuch aſcriptions to his repreſentative, are no 
S more than acknowledgments of his own autho- 
„ | rity, as has been ſhewn more fully above. | 
A Que ſt. 2. Is Chriſt. called God in an impro- 


per and figurative ſenſe. only ? If he is, is he 

a God at all, or atleaſt any more than angels. 
—prophets, magiſtrates, Sc. And how doth 
this conſiſt with the titles, attributes, works, 
be- © and worſhip proper to the one God ? 


ad . EAHnſ. 
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- Anſ. Chriſt is not called God in an improper 
and figurative ſenſe only, becauſe God, his God, 
has highly exalted him, and given him a name 
that is above every name, by putting all things 
under him; which cannot be {aid of angels, Gc. 
For unto which of the angels ſaid he at any time, 
| fit thou at my right hand? And this conſiſts very 
'F well with the titles, attributes, works, and wor- 

1 ſhip due to the one God. 

* Que 3. Whether we can know that | 
* the Father is the one true God, any otherwiſe 


than by the marks and characters which the 
* ſcriptures aſcribe to him? Whether thele are 
any others than the names, titles, attributes, 
* works, and worſhip of the one true God? } 
Whether theſe are not aſcribed to more per- 
*« ſons than one? and ſeeing there is but one 
true God, whether they are not all equally . 
* the one true God? PL 
Anſ. We know that the Father is the one true 
God by the marks and characters which the 
ſcriptures aſcribe to him, and no otherwiſe : but 
we deny that theſe marks and characters are Ia 
there aſcribed to more than one; from whence . 
we conclude, that there is but one perſon who . 
is the only true Gd. | © 
Que ſt. 4. Whether the ſame artificial me- 
thods that are uſed to explain away the proper 
deity of the Son, will not weaken all the 
1 moon of the true, proper deity of the Fa- 
TVET? ES. IN.» 
An. J know of no artificial methods that 
have been uſed to explain away the proper Deity 
of the Son, nor any thing like it, and fo - 
ER | only 


* 
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only gueſs at your meaning. In anſwer there-⸗ 


fore to this queſtion, if by the methods you 


ſpeak of you would ſignify the arguments we 
make uſe of to prove that Feſis Chriſt is not 
the only true God, the God and Father of all, 


who 7s above all; I ſay, that theſe methods can 


never weaken all, nor any of the proofs of the 
true, proper deity of the Father. If you mean 
any thing elſe by the artificial methods above- 
mentioned, as at preſent I profeſs that I do not 


know what it is; I can only promiſe you an 
anſwer when you ſhall be ſo kind as to inform 


MC. | 
Ju 5 Whether you worſhip the Son at 
cc A 


|? If you do not, are you not tranſgreſ- 
* ſors of many commands, both of the old 


and new Teſtament, and unwoxthy the name 
eriz'd by this, 
that they call upon the” name of the Lord 


„of Chriſtians, who are ch 


Je ſus? If you do, ſince he is the perſon to 
„whom, is he not alſo the perſon thro? whom 
i you worſhip ? or who is the perſon thro 
„whom? Or do you worſhip him without 
any perſon thro' whom? 


times, I now tell you again, that we 40 worſhip 
the Son, and ſo are not tranſgreſſors of any 
commands in either of the Teſtaments, nor 
yet unworthy to be called- by. the name of 
Chriſtians, * we are of thoſe that do call 


upon the name of the Lord Jeſus To whom 
we have accels with boldneſs, (for he is not one 


P 2 who 
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More might 
be propoſed, but ſeeing they would irritate, 
which I have no inclination to do, I forbear.” 


Anſ. As I have told you before ſeveral 


( 108 Ah 1 
who cannot be touched with a feeling of our 
infirmities) and offer up our pray ers and praiſes 
immediately, there being no mediator appointed 
betwixt him and us that we know of. Which is 
an anſwer that you cannot give to this queſtion, 
becauſe your principles ſuppoſe him to be that 
very ſame ſupreme God, to whom we are com- 
manded to make known our requeſts by a me- 
diator: The direct conſequence of which is, 
that the ſupreme God mediates to himſelf, which 
is abſurd; or elſe, that the mere man Chriſt 
Jeſas, is your mediator to the one God, which 
is down right d ociniani ſin. Jou may chuſe which 
of the tuo jou pleaſe ; but, as long as the World 
laſts, this will be a dead weight upon, and an 
invincible prejudice againſt, that which you glo. 
ry in calling the Orthodox Scheme. 
But you conclude this queſtion with theſe 
words, More might be propos'd, but ſeeing 
„they would irritate, which I have no deſign 
to do, I forbear.“ In anſwer to this I ob- 
ſerve, that if you had ſuch a ſtock of queſtions 

by you, it was a great pity that you had not left 
this out, in this place, becauſe all of it that had 
not been asked again and again before, is the mot 
egregious trifling that I everſaw. However I am 
gladthat you forbear them, becauſe you would not 
irritate; and that after having laid about you in 
ſo furious a manner, you have at laſt ſpent yqur 
rage, and are in ſome degree come to your ſelſ 
For I can only fay that if you are in fo good 2 
humour now as you pretend. you are quite anothe! 
man than you appear in almoſt every other part 
of this performance. Bur, as this W 
| anſwer 


which we 
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anſwer to the laſt queſtion, I imagine that I have 
now done with Mr. Bunny's friend. I ſhall 
therefore conclude with a few words to Mr. 
Bunny himſelf, who comes in here very op- 
portunely to bid us farewel. 

Thus, Sir, I have replyed at large to your 
friend's anſwer; and I think, I may add ſuffici- 
ently defended our faith againſt all his objec- 
tions. For we imagine that all ſuch arguments 
as have been hitherto produc'd, are too weak 
and ſuperficial ro overthrow a doctrine that 1s 
built upon the foundation of the apoſtles and 
prophers, Jeſus Chriſt himſelf being the chief- 
corner ſtone. Being therefore verily perſuaded 
of the truth of theſe things, and that this faith 
profeſs, is the very ſame that was 
once deliver'd to the ſaints, we endeayour as 
well as wecanto defend it, and ſtand witneſſing 
this day, both to ſmall and great, that the God 
and Father of all, who 1s above all, is the only 
true God; believing allo all things that are 
written concerning Chriſt, who is the wiſdom 
of God, aud the power of God to as many as 
receive him. And tho it is evident that we are 
very much calumniated on this account, (for 2s 
concerning this Set?, we know that it is ever 
where ſpoken againſt) yet we deſire that the 
ſame mind may be in us which was in Chriſt Je- 
fas, who when he was reviled, reviled not again, 
but render'd bleſſings for curſes; and prayed for 


bis very perſecutors, ſaying; Father förg ive 


them, for they know not what they do. 
And here, having mentioned this matter, I 
think I have great reaſon to complain of your 


al. 


aſſiſtant's way of writing; which abounds with 
hard words, reproaches, and uncharitableneſs; 


but doth not ſeem ſo much deſigned to inform as 


to amuſe, to convince as to terrify, and to give a 
true ſtate of the queſtion as to puzzle and perplex it. 
Of this kindis his frequent, unrighteous uſe of the 
word Arian; his inſinuations that we reject reveal- 
ed truths, knowing them to be revealed, merely 


becauſe we cannot conceive the manner in which 


they are ; his confining ſincerity and integrity 
to himſelf and his own party; his innuendo's con- 
cerning groſs impiety, preſumptuous arrogance, 
and abominable blaſphemy ; his down-righrt 
charging our principles as damnable ; his skulk- 
ing under the ſubterfuge of ambiguous terms ; 
his ſhuffles, quibbles, and evaſions about per- 
ſon, eſſence, being, and the like; his dogma- 

ticalneſs, in affirming things which he never ſo 
much as attempts to 5 ; his inſiſting moſtly 
on matters which the law is more concern'd with 
than the queſtion: And, in one word, (for I 


am weary of deſcending to particulars) his fl 


intimation that we are furious enemies of Chri- 


ſtianity. 


Seeing therefore your friend is ſo very blame- 


able in thoſe reſpects; as I have reaſon to believe, 
whether you have any thing ſolid to anſwer or 
no, that he will be for ſaying ſomething, I only 


deſire theſe few fair things of him. That he 


would allow it poſſible that he may be miſtaken, 
and, accordingly, forbear to dignify his own 
arguments, and thoſe of his party, with the 
title of infallible; That he would lay a- 
fide ambiguous expeſſions, and define his 
terms 
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terms before he uſes them: particularly, chat 
he would tell us rhe preciſe meaning of per ſon 


and being, as he underſtands them in his creed: 


That ſince he contends that ſomething, not 
a being, may be a perſon, he would let us 
know what it is; Or, in other words, that 
he would prove that there is a medium be- 
tween ſomething and nothing, à being and no 
being; which, if his evidence bears any pro- 
portion to his poſitiveneſs, he may eaſily do: 
That he would carefully abſtain from all fly 
inſinuations, injurious reflections, ſlanderous 
imputations, and uncharitable cenſures; for 
as a good cauſe doth not need ſuch helps, ſo 
they can never do a bad one any ſervice: 
That he would not let his confidence out- run 


his arguments, but always ſupport his af- 
firmations with proofs: And, laſtly, That 


he would not only ſay, but prove, that 22 
originated, ſelf-exiſtent nature, may be com- 
municated. Let him obſerve theſe few rea- 
ſonable things; and I ang him bis reply 
ſhall be ſpeedily conſidered; and our cauſe 
either given up or further defended, as his 
performance ſhall deſerve. 

And now I cannot forbear obſerving, with 
relation to your conduct, that it is a very 
wrong method to ſet up ſcare-crows, and bug- 
bears to frighten people from enquiring ; 
which is a thing that you was certainly 
guilty of in the queriſt's caſe, and (if you are 
not much wronged) upon many other occa- 
ſions. For tho ſuch management may in- 
fluence ſome filly, weak minds, yet it never 
will, nor ever can do your cauſe any real ſer- 

Vice. 
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vice. And beſides, in the preſent caſe, one 


would hope that you would avoid it, be- 


cauſe it is at any time in our power to re- 


tort the ſame charge upon you; for inſtance : 


When you charge my principles with blaſ. 
phemy, as denying Chriſt to be the ſupreme 
God; I may, on another account, with as 
much reaſon, retort: upon yours, that they 
make God the author of fin. So again, when 


you ſay that if we are miſtaken, we ſhall find 


it a terrible thing to have robbed Chriſt of 
his eſſential "glory ; we may reply, and if 
you are, you will find it equally terrible to 
have aſcribed the titles and worſhip due to the 
only true God, to one not the only true, and to 
have given that glory to another, which belongs 
to him alone. Many more examples of the like 
nature might be enumerated, but I forbear. 

To conclude : If your friend ſhould think any 
thing I have ſaid too ſevere, I only deſire him to 
lay his hand upon his heart, and then ſay whe- 


ther or no his provocations do not excule me. 


But, I believe, I need not make any apology of 
this kind, becauſe almoſt every expreſſion that 
looks angry or paſſionate, is but his own artille- 
ry turned upon him. I have nothing more to add, 


bat to deſire you and him to weigh what is here 


offered impartially, as in the preſence of God: 
and if it is not ſufficient to convert, yet it may 
learn you to ſpeak with more modeſty of the 


faith and church of Chriſt : Who always held, 


that the Father is God in ſome peculiar ſenſe; 
which, I defire you would take notice, is all 
I am pleading for. 1 am yours, &c. 
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